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ON THE CLASS NATUR OF THE RUSSIAN STATE 


a 


"A WEY TYPE OF RULING CLASS" 


HE October Revolution and the 
subsequent extraordinary de- 
velopments in the former Tzarist In 
pire gave rise to the muich-debated 
question of the class nature of the 
State which issued out of that world~ 
shaking upheaval. From the outset 
among Anarchists and Social-democrats 
doubts were expressed whether the new 
state was proletarian in class charac- 
ter. Many people in those political 
camps voiced emphatic denial of the 
Bolshevik assertion that Soviet Russia 
was a Workers State. A certain lack 
of clarity on this question was evi-~- 
dent even in the Bolshevik Party 
itself. When the concrete manifesta~ 
tions of burocratic abuse, corruption, 
Oppression and privileges became 
sharply pronounced, certain small 
groups forming in the Bolshevik Party 
concluded (1923) that the Soviet sys- 
tem represented a new form of capital- 
ism, a distinct kind of capitalist 
State, However, the overwhelming 
majority of the revolutionary workers 
continued to hold to the concept of 
the Soviet Union as a Workers State, 


The years rolled on. The length 
ening record of the foul burocratic 
practices and rank opportunism of the 
Soviet administration stood out more 
and more boldly and ironically against 
the original pronouncements and solemn 
assurances of the Bolshevik leaders 
that they had founded a proletarian 
democracy. With the obvious absence 
of such ea democracy, with the gulf 
between the economic condition of the 
toiling masses and that of the buroc- 
racy steadily widening, the problem of 
determining precisely the class nature 
of the Soviet State beat with ever 
greater insistence against the mind of 
thousands of disappointed revolution~ 
ary workers, 


The question has become of para~ 
mount importance particularly among 
the anti-Stalin workers grouped in the 
Trotskyite currents. The unmistakable 


tendency, accelerated by the appalling. 
sweep of reaction in the Soviet Union, 
has been toward denying that the term 
Workers State applies in any way to 
the Stalin-dominated Soviet Union. In 
adopting such a position the honest 
revolutionary workers are convinced 
that they are on the firm ground of 
Marxism. 


Recently Max Shachtman, the 
leader of a Trotsky group which in 
1940 split off from Cannon's S§ ocialist 
Workers Party,published what he claims 
to be a Marxist elucidation of the 
character of the Russian State. 


Shachtiman presents his conclusion 
as follows: 


"The past fifteen years of eco- 
nomic progress and political trans~ 
formation in Russia are the years 
of the rise and consolidation of a 
new type of slave-state, with a new 
type of ruling class." ("The Strug- 
gle for the New Course," p. 219. 
My emphasis - G. M.) 


Shachtman's theory speaks of a 
special and hitherto unknown type of 
ruling class and a new kind of slave- 
state arising in Russia. He does not 
deny that the October Revolution es- 
tablished a Proletarian State. He 
applies Lenin's definition ~ "a ‘work 
ers' State with burocratic deforma- 
tions" .— only to the early period. 
According to S hachtman the deformed 
Proletarian State ruled by a workers! 
burocracy lasted only several years, 
Subsequently the Proletarian State, 
allegedly, was displaced by "a new 
type of slave-state" and the vorkers' 
burocracy by "a new type of ruling 
class." Since everything must have a 
name, Shachtman attaches to the "new 
type of slave-state’ a distinctive 
title: "a  burocratic ~ collectivist 
class state" (Ibid., p. 241.) 


Let us see whether Shachtman's 


theory is in keeping with the Marxist 

teachings on the genesis and develop- 

ment of classes from embryo to maturi- 
ty. Marx showed that social classes 

do not arrive into the world on the 

wings of Mercury but come into exist— 

ence within the womb of the preceding 

society and pass through many phases 

of evolution. Their birth and growth 

take place on the basis of transforma~ 

tions in the methods of production and 

exchange. Dealing specifically with 
the anatomy of capitalism, Marx indi- 

cated that the bourgeoisie was bom 
within Feudal society long before that 

social formation was ripe for destruc- 

tion, Although capitalism >brought 

into being its particular slave class, 

the modern proletariat, for a number 

of centuries the bourgeoisie itself 

existed as an oppressed class under 

the tyrannous heel of the Feudal aris~ 

tocracy. Growing more powerful econo~ 

mically within the shell of the old 

society, the bourgeoisie engaged ina 

fierce struggle both against its slave, 
the oroletariat, and against its 

master, the landowning nobility. 


We shall now proceed to examine 
Shachtman's theory. He says that 
there has s»nrung up in Russia a new 


type of ruling class. Were there any 
historical seeds and roots of this 


"new type of ruling class" in the womb 
of the old bourgeois society? There 

were none} One can search pre-October 
Russia, and for that matter the whole 
world, for a sign or a shred of evi- 
dence of any developments of a new 
exploiting class. There is not even 
the faintest indication of any sort, 
not even a barely discernible trace, 
The class structure of pre-October 
Russia was the one familiar to Marx 
and Engels, There were the landlord 
aristocracy, the peasantry and the 
city petty—bourgsoisie with its intel- 
ligentsia, and tnere were the two 
chief classes of the modern historical 
epoch, the proletariat and the bour- 
geoisie, From 1917 to 1921 a terrific 
class conflict took place in Russia, 
The bourgeoisie and the landed gentry 
were overthrown and defeated by the 
proletariat leading the peasantry, 
Suddenly seven years later, according 
to Shkachtman, there began "the rise 
and consolidation" of a new type of 
exploiting class which, unlike every 


Tuling class in history and in total 
contradiction to everything that Marx 
taught about classes, did not estab~ 
ligh a specific form of property of 
its own and did not bring into exist- 
ence a new type of slave class. The 
form of property in Russia remains as 
established by the proletarian Revolu- 
tion——state-ownership of the means of 
production. 


During the revolution the program 
of expropriating the bourgeoisie by 
the proletariat waw carried out as 
laid down by Marx and Engels in the 
Manifesto: "The proletariat will use 
its political supremacy to wrest, by 
degrees, all capital from the 
bourgeoisie, to centralize all instru- 
ments of production in the hands of 
the state, i,e., of the proletariat 
organized as the ruling class; andto 
increase the total of productive 
forces as rapidly as possible." Such 
a transformation certainly took place, 
and Shachtman agrees that out of the 
titanic struggle of the Russian masses 
there emerged a Proletarian State. 
Then, if we should accept Shachtman's 
"theory," within the womb of the new, 
not the old, society, that is inside 
the bounds of the Proletarisn State 
on the foundation of proletarian class 
property, there sprang up a new ex- 
ploiting class which rode into power 
over the proletariat and peasantry. 


While Marx showed that cach social 
class required a whole historical 
epoch to develop, Shachtman's new 


class appeared on the scene overnight. 
Shachtman's "theory" of the "new type 


of ruling class" in Russia begins to 
assume the aspect of a new type of 
"Marxism." 

Let us turn to Marx once again 


and see if we can find more light on 
the question, In his studies Marx was 
led to the conviction that canitalist 
private property is the concluding 
stage of all the forms of econony 
which rest on class exploitation, In 
the Manifesto, the founders of scienti- 
fic Socialism declared: 


"But modern bourgeois private 
property is the FINAL and most 
complete expression of the syste 
of producing and appropriating 
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products that is based on CLASS 
antazonisms, on the exploitation of 
the many by the few." (Cavitals 
mine — G. M.) 


In other words, the bourgeoisie is the 
last exnloiting class in the evolution 
of mankind. This is no minor matter. 
Will Shachtman deny that this profourd 
conclusion forms an inseparable con- 
stituent of the Marxian system of 
ideas $ Eleven years after the 
Manifesto, ‘farx in the preface to the 
Critique of Political Economy distin- 
gaisned the four vast consecutive 

epocns in tne economic formation of 
society: 


"In broad outlines we can desig- 
nate the Asiatic, the ancient, the 
feudal, and the modern bourgeois 
methods of production as so many 
epochs in the progress of the eco- 
nomic formation of society," 


And inmediatel; following these 
words cones the statement that the 
capitalist relations of production re- 
pregent the last form of antagonism in 
social oroduction: 


"The bourgeois relations of pro- 
duction are the last antagonistic 
form of the social process of pro- 
duction — antagonistic not in the 
sense of individual antagonism, but 
of one arising trom conditions sure 
rounding the lite of individuals in 
society; at the seme time the pro- 
ductive forces developin;, in the 
wont of bourgeois society create 
the material conditions tor the 
solution of that antagonism." (My 
emphasis - G. ¥f. ) 


By this Marx meant that the 
growth of capitalist industry, the 
concentration and centralization of 
the means of production and exchange 
in the hands cf e few industrial mag- 
nates and the accompanying increase 
and maturity of the proletariat leads 
toward the removal of the vourgeoisie, 
the establishment of 1a proletarian 
state,socialization of the accumlated 
cavitel, of the forces of production, 
on the casis of which society marches 
toward complete elimination of classes 
and class antagonism, 


Marx referred to bourgeois society 


which is the last class exsloita tion 
form in economic evolution,as follows 3 


"This Social formation consti- 
tutes, therefore, the closing chap- 
ter of the prehistoric stage of 
human society," 


When Marx viewed the process of 
the evolution of society in broad 
terms and spoke of the solution of 
"the last antagonistic form of the so- 
ciel process of production," that is, 
of the elimination of the bourgeoisie 
and the establishment of the prolet- 
arian state, he did not enter into a 
detailed account of the mechanics of 
the political struggles that would 
accompany the passage from capitalism 
to Socialism, That the proletariat 
might suffer many reverses, that its 
early attempts to set up a proletarian 
state might collapse either from ex~ 
ternal or internal causes was clear to 
Marx. But that despite the repeated 
checking of its progress the prolet- 
ariat would finally reach its voal was 
also clear in his mind. Unfortunate 
setbacks such as tne crushins of the 
Paris Comune or the burocratic dege- 
neraticn of the Bolsnevik Party simply 
represent costly lessons in the »ro- 
letarian struggle against the bour- 
geoisie, The struggle will rise again 
and again; and despite the temporary 
victories of the bourgeoisic, this 
last szulinz class will come to its 
Goome In the words of the Manifesto 
"Its fall and the victory of the pro- 
letariat are equally inevitable," 


On the fundamental tenet of Marx 
ism thet the bourgeoisie is the last 
exploiting class Shachtman breaks con 
pletely since he introduces a new ex~ 
ploiting class arising after the fall 
of the vourgeoisie and the establish- 
ment of & Workers State. 


Before analyzing the argwnonts 
Shachtman advances in supoort of his 
"theory," let us point out @ very si2Z- 
nificant fact. The evolution of 
social classes and slave systems is a 
world-wide phenomenon, wit wne lead- 
ine countries usually taxing in tor 
the backword ones. Chattel slavery, 
Feudalion, Capitalism did not unfold 
in one ceyuntry alone, That Shacitman's 
story of a new type of slave-state 
confined within the boundaries of one 


country alone, of a new exploiting 
class without a counterpart in the 
social structure of the rest of the 
world, has no more scientific validity 
than the demagogic hokum of "socialism 
in one country," will be seen when his 
"theoretical" foundation is subjected 
to a patient inquiry. To understand 
the falsity of that foundation it is 
necessary to review briefly the buroc— 
ratic development in the Sovict State. 


II. 
THE PRESENT RUSSIAN STATE 


VERY class dominating society 

| wields a state. The states of 
all the exploiting classes which Marx 
enumerates perform their function pri- 
marily through a bdurocracy. A buroc- 
racy, fundamentally a part of a ruling 
class, partakes of the fruits of the 
exploitation of the toiling masses, A 
state burocracy draws its riches from 
the same source which yields the for- 
tunes of the exploiting class. Essen 
tially a state burocracy is corrupt 
and avaricious, just as is aa exploite 
ing class. 


Of the classes in bourgeois 
society the proletariat is the 
only revolutionary class, the only 
class whose interests are sharply op~ 
posed to corruption. Its historical 
mission is, therefore, to abolish ail 
corruption, all economic and social 
unjustice, all burocracies. 


In October 1917 the proletariat 
became the ruling class of sussia. 
Immediately upon the victory, the Pro- 
letarian State institutions grew ine 
fested with burocratism. In the very 
Party which led the proletariat to 
triumpn, there developed burocratic 
corruption, particularly amidst its 
leadersnip. There was no taut line 
dividing the Party and the state 
burocracy; they coalesced into one 
inseparable whole. The burocratic de- 
generation of the Party did not, how 
ever, terminate its leading role. On 
the strength of the Party's previously 
established moral and intellectual po- 
sition of guidance, the degenerated 
leadership, under the pretense of 
piloting the proletarian society to 
Socialism, diverted the working class 
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from the correct historical path. By 
means of the continuous application of 
deception and terror, the renegade 
leadership, entrenched in power, 
opportunistically directed the state 
and the proletarian economy. The in- 
terests of the Party burocracy sharply 
diverged fron the interests of the 
class in whose name it operated the 
state and the economy established by 

the proletarian overthrow of the 
bourgeoisie. The historical line of 
march of the proletariat is toward the 
eventual abolition not only of the 

bourgeois state but of its owm state 
as well. On the other hand, the in- 
terests of ali State burocracies, in~ 
cluding the Proletarian State burocra~ 
cy, demand the perpetuation of the 
state as a wellspring of its economic 
comfort and social and political en- 
trenchment. For the first time in 
history a toiling class, an inveterate 
foe of all opportunism, established 
its own form of state, and for the 
first time in history the interests of 
a State burocracy clashed with the in- 
terests of its omm ruling class. 


Every form of class economy is 
identified with a particular ruling 
class and sh@res the fate of that 
class. The revolutionary overthrow of 
the Feudal aristocracy was bound up 
with the overthrow of its form of pro~ 
perty. The revolutionary elinination 
of the Russian oourgeoisie carried 
with it the elimination of capitalist 
property. But tne revolutionary re- 
moval of the Russian Soviet burocracy 
would not only not disturb the State 
form of property upon which this 
burocracy thrives but would actually 
galvanize that property into turoulent 
life. This is an esseiitial feature 
showing that the burocracy is nota 
ruling classe It is a privileged, op- 
portunist segment of the ruling Class, 
the proletariat, in whose name, but 
against whose revolutionary interests 
it directs the state and the economy 
founded by the proletarian revolution. 


The much-blurred fact that Russia 
represents a burocratized Proletarian 
State and not a "new type of slave 
state" with a "new type of exploiting 
class" is seen from yet anotner angle. 
In every society based upon the ex- 
ploitation of one class by another, 


a 


the interests of the enslaved toiling 
masses are seen to be always in cone 

flict with the property form under 
which they are exploited, The inter. 
ests of the modern proletariat are in= 
compatible with the property forms in 
every country on the globe— except 
one. In this one country the revolu~ 
tionary eradication of the historicale 
ly last exploiting class and its pro= 
perty relations gave place to the proe 
letarian form of property. Unfortu 
nately this property unfolded not 
@long the wide road of workers democe 
racy but along the narrow, reactionary 
path of workers burocracy headed by 
"Bolshevik" renegades who arrogated to 
themselves the controlling powers of 
the State, The flourishing burocrati 
zation, now in its most appalling and 
revolting stage, does not eliminate a 
certain Marxist vrinciple, howevere 
This state form of property is the 
very form under which, when democrate 
ically administered by the workers, 
the emancipation of the proletariat 
and all oppressed will take place. It 
is tovard establishing this form of 
property that the modern world prolet= 
ariat has been advancing since its 
birth and therefore since the com 
mencement of its struggle with the 
bourgeoisie. 


There is only one criterion which 
guides the Marxists in determining the 
class nature of a State, and that is 
the form of property. They are not 
diverted by the superestructural phe» 
nomena that an overwhelming majority 
of the members of the ruling clasa 
might be completely divorced from poe 
litical power, Incidentally, this 
latter phenomenon is & common feature 
in history. For example, during the 
ruthless reign of Ivan the Terrible 
only a very small segment of the boyar 
order possessed political power and 
exclusive privileges, while the rest 
of the Russian landlords, comprising 
virtually the entire ruling class, 
were oppressed, terrorized, tortured 
and massacred. Due to its position in 
production, the landlord class econoe 
mically was predominant over the 
peasants and the townspeople, But 
politically the Feudal ruling class 
was conpletely expropriated by a tiny 
frection of that clase, Any one pre» 
senting himself as a scientific invese 


tigator and coming out with the drivel 
that under the tyrannical rule of Ivan 
the Terrible the class nature of the 
Russian State was no longer Feudal but 
was transformed into some sort of new 
type of slave state would be consider-— 
ed among Marxists either a swindler or 
an absurd jester. 


Another example 45s the reign of 
Louis XI of France. He was virtually 
@ bourgeois king,directing his violent 
blows against the Feudal aristocracy, 
crushing the nobles, depriving them 
even of such elementary Feudal privi- 
leges as hunt ing rights. To the 
nascent bourgeoisie he extended the 
hand of friendship, jfrermitting that 
subject class to clip the power of the 
Feudal ruling class. Inclined to 
mingle with the townspeople rather 
than with the members of his own class, 
Louis XI hounded the landlord aristoc- 
racy to desperation and revolt. Yet 
France was not a Bourgeois State dur- 
ing his rule but a Feudal State. 


History provides innumerable 
examples of pohitical expropriation of 
@ ruling class by a handful of its 
members who form a very close ring. 
The Bourgeois State also exhivits this 
phenomenon. In the Fascist countrics 
and also in the great capitalist 
"democracies" only a numerically insis- 
nificant but very powerful financial 
oligarchy is in actual control of po-. 
litical power. Standing on the very 
pinnacle of the capitalist industrial 
and political structure,this oligarchy 
imposes its will upon the lower and 
broader layers of the bourgeoisie and 
exercises its sway over all. The 
form of property upon which the 
financial oligarchy rests is bourgeois, © 
and therefore Marxists designate the 
whole bourgeoisie as the rujing class. 
and even characterise the petty 
bourgeoisie as a section of the ruling 
class. Facts can be twisted, minds 
can be vbefogged with phoney notions 
that in Nazi Germany or Fascist Italy 
the capitalist class is no longer the 
ruling class or that in the "democra- 
cies" all classes rule. But Marxists 
do not take any stock in political 
fictions. 


The working class, whose nuanbers 
are vasser than those of any ruling 
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class in history, does not and cannot 
in its sum total assume administrative 
political power. Upon the elimination 


of the bourgeoisie from power, only a . 


section of the proletariat, the most 
enlightened and politically advanced, 
organized in the Marxist revolutionary 
party, takes the control wheel of po- 
litical power. Having guided the pro- 
letariat and the toiling peasantry 
along the correct path, the Party, if 
it is to remain on the right path, must 
immediately, and not on paper alone, 
begin to introduce workers democracy 


into the operation of the State 
machinery. But even in the ideal 
democratic proletarian state its 
machinery cannot be run by the whole 
working class at once. On the basis 


of genuine workers democracy with true 
elections of functionaries talking 
place periodically, with no one allow- 
ed to hold a post indefinitely and 
become a professional office~holder 
and chair-warmer, there is gradually 
established a rotation process of 
office tenure for the whole vroletari- 
Ht. Every worker learns how to per~ 


form state functions and therefore 
takes a turn in exercising political 
power. 


In the Russian Workers Stato, 
instead of the Marxist course of 
greater and greater workers democracy 
there was a swerve toward greater 


burocratization of the very Party 
which at the head of the toiling 
masses had set up the Proletarian 


State. In March 1919 Lenin was com~ 
pelled to acknowledge that the Soviet 
apparatus was accessible to all work 
ers in word, but not in fact. Exactly 
two years later he made a harsh ad~ 
mission that thse burocracy in the 
Soviet State system was an ulcer and g 
sore. A highly centralized office— 
holding minority of the working class, 
selected through s system of appoint 
ment by the chief leaders, became the 
sole manipulator of the state created 
by the overthrow of the last exploit- 
ing class, the bourgeoisie. 


Marx and Engels were not unaware 
of the danger of burocratic abuses 
which might threaten the workers fole 
lowing the establishment of a Prolet— 
arian State, In analyzing the lessons 
of the Paris Commne, Engels in the 
13691 introduction to Marx's Civil] War 


In France spoke of the compelling ne- 
cessity for the proletariat to "sata- 
guard itself against its own deputies 
and officials."! The problem of safe- 
guarding the proletarian ruling class 
against the officials of its own state 
may sound strange to ears filled with 
the sonorous volitical oratory of Ma& 
Shachtman. Nevertheless this problem 
is real. And if no adequate measures 
are taken by the revolutionary party 
then the burocratic disease sets in 
and the proletariat falls victim to 
the army of high-handed, greedy career- 
ists whose whole interest in life is 
secubity against the danger of work- 
ers democracy, entrenchment in power 
and enhancement of its economic well- 


being built at the expense of the 
misery of the rest of the class. 
Tit. 
CHTMAN'S "REACTIONARY BOLSHSVISM" 


EVOLUTIONARY workers know that 
generally a new social clas 
arrives to power through a stubborn 
civil war. S&hachtman could not get 
around this point. And since no other 
civil war had occurred in modern 
Russia except that of the proletariat 
against the bourgeois power, he was 
compelled to draw upon the reserves of 
his imagination. But every work of 
fiction includes some material sub- 
stance or other. What was that meteri~ 
al substance around which he wove his 
yarn about a "givil war" between his 
"new type of ruling class" and the 
Workers State? He chose the period of 
the 1936-1938 paroxism in the Stalinist 
burocracy,declaring that "The'trials! 
and "purges" were the one-sided but 
bloody civil war by which the new 
burocracy definitely smashed the last 
remnant of workers! power and estab 
lished a new class power of its own." 
(The Struggle for the New Course, op. 
226) 


In order to show the artificial-— 
ity of Shachtman's method, it is ne- 
cessary to review the chain of the 
Stalinist development. 


Stalinism is not static or rest- 
ing in aX equilitrium. Like all 
living bodies it is in constant motion, 
exerting pressure and influence inter- 
nally and externally. Stalinism is 


more than merely a burocratic force; 
it is a ‘structure of burocratic 
centralization spiralling upward, like 
a winding staircase, It went through 
& nurher of stages of centralizations 
Tho first phase (1921-22) was the 
formation of the Triumvirate —Stalin, 
Zinoviev, koemenev -— with Stalin, as 
it turned out, receiving the real rowe 
er, At. the close of this phase the 
Trio entered into a bloc with Trotsky 
who showed willingness to collaborate 
with thea (Nov.-Dec, 1922 — Twelfth 
Congress of the R.C.P. April 1923), 
The next phase (1923-1924) was the 
Stalinist invention of the bogey of 
"Trotslyisa" to pull down the most 
poverful political figure in the Work~ 
ers. State. This further consolidated 
Stalin's vower, Then followed the 
elooving of Zinoviev and Kamenev out 
of the Trio, their awakening to the fact 
tnat Stalin was the sole authority, 
their attemt to recoup their lost 
burocratic prosperity by a cringing 
“opposition” to Stalin in the form of 
a oeszerly bub futile entreaty to re- 
estavlish "collective leadership" 
(Dec. 125~Jan. 1926). The succeeding 
stage of Stalin's 
power was his relentless drive against 
the Zinoviev—-“tanenev—Trotsiy self 
protective alliance (1926-1927). Next 
came another crucial period in the 
centralizin,: process. Stalin 
drove the "Opposition" leaders and 
their misled (followers out of the 
Party, and gradually destroyed these 
leaders and virtually tne whole gener 
aticn of tue rank-and-file proleterian 
revolutionists of Russia. At the same 
time Stalin framed up Burharin and 
Rykov, tig wolitical figures and his 
chicf aides in tho Crive against the 
Ziuoviev-Yamenev—Trotsky Bloc. Steadi- 
ly, Stalin climbed the winding stair~ 
case of burocratic centralism. 

In 1934, throveh Yagoda of the 
G.P.U., Stalin engineered the Kirov 
Assassination and opened anotner 
bloody phase of centralization, wiped 
out of the Party and the State many of 
his boot-licking burocrats and in 
their wnlace boosted a whole stratum 
of relative newcomers tc higher posi~ 
tions in the burocratic edifice. 


For the "civil War" which brought 
to vower his new exnloiting class 
Shacatman picked one of the vhases of 


centralization of - 


tne Stalinist centralization of ower. 
Were Shachtman a stray "ultra-Left!" he 
would probably have singled out the 
most logical phase, that of the expul- 
sion, imprisonment and murder of tens 
of thousands of anti-Stalin, anti- 
burocracy Communist workers, a phase 
lasting approximately from 1927 to 
1936. But Shachtman could not make. 
use of that phase. He vould heve had 
to unwind almost the entire thread of 
his whole volitical career. Conveni-~ 
ently for him the American anti-Stalin 
revolutionary workers had long since 
Overcome the shock of that momentous 
phase, At first Shachtman tried to 
create an illusion that new property 
Yelations and anew ruling class de- 
veloped between 1933 and 19363 


"My view, which was substantial- 
ly adopted at the following conven= 
tion of the Workers Party, was, 
briefly, that which Trotsky called 
the political rule of the working 
class was actually its class rule; 
that this had been brought to an 
end by the couater-revolution of 
the Stalinist burocracy —roughly 
in the period between 1933 and 1936"! 


(The New International, September 
1942) 
Later, however, Shachtman chose the 
phase sharon in everybody's memory: 


Stalin's 
burocratic 


1936-1938 purges of the old 

scum ard  indyetion of 
tnousands of new seckers ot lucrative 
jobs. Around this phase Shachtman 
spun oa "civil war" betveen the "rem 
nant" of the Workers State and "the 
new type of ruling class." 


The manner in which he accomplish- 
ed this task is a credit to his imazi- 
native ‘qualities and conclusive proof 
that he is a gifted imitator of Trot- 
sicye When dissenting from Trots'y, 
Shachtman pointed out the ridicilous~ 
ness of ascribing rovolutionary deeds 
to the Stalinist counter-revolution— 
aries. Yet he himself went Trotsly 
one better and, incredidly enough, 
divided Bolshevism (Marxisu) into re- 
volutionuery and reactionary factions$ 
According; to Shachtman there is a 
Bolsnevism “hich is revolutionary, and 
& Bolshevism whics is reactionary but 
which can assure 4 proletarian chéract- 
er to the State. The reactionary fac 
tion of Bolshevism was replaced in 


1936-58 by an exploiting class— in 
Shachtman's theoretical picture. Ina 
mocksry of the scientific doctrines of 
Bolsnnvism, Shachtman designates the 
pre-1936 Stalinist burocracy, which 
for over a decade betrayed the prolete 
ariat all over the world, as a faction 
of Bolshevism! And Shachtman pictures 
that turocracy as "more or less ase 
suring the vroletarian character of 
the Steto," and Stalin's purges of 

this "reactionary Bolshevism" as the 
"civil war" which ushered in the "new 
ruling class." nis ooint, the most 
important part of Shachtnan's fiction, 
is well worth citing. After mention=e 
ing that the Zinovievites, the Trot- 
skyites and the "Right Wingers" were 
exterminated, Shachtman rrites: 


"Perhaps of greatest signifi- 
cance is the fact that the game 
fate was reserved for nine-tenins 
of the original Stalinist buresuc~ 
racy, of the tine when it could 
still be regarded as a conservative 
or, if you will, a reactionary 
fuction of Bolshsvism, that is, of 
the yarty whose retention of voli- 
tical wower more or less assured 
the proletarian character of the 
state. Yenuxidze had to go, and 
Petrovsky, Lominadze, Schatzicin, 
Syrtzov, even Yagoda., These are 
nanés that represent thousands, The 
nev; ruling class is a new bureauce 
racy. The "trials" and "purges" 
were the one-sided but bloody civil 
war by which the new bureaucracy 
definitely smashed the last remnant 
of workers! power and established a 
new’ class pover of its own. (Ib- 
ide, oo. 225-225, Emphasis in ori- 


Thus, Shacktman spins his yarn 
purporting to depict such a mighty 


transformation 
throw of) the 
inauguration 


in histor) as the over~ 

Workers State and the 
of a new slave State in 
Russia. He draws the workers! atten— 
tion from the wholesale destruction of 
the revolutionary wor.cers in the Sovict 
Union which commenced jn 1927, That 
indeed was a ghastly tragedy for the 
Froletarian State, because the roaring 
flames of the Stalinist reaction con= 
sumed the honest anti-Stalin Communist 
woriuers who comprised the revolutionary 
vanguard ef the Russian proletariate 


He rivets the attention of his victims 
upon the ourge of vile Stalinist ouroc- 
rats who carried out every bestial 
erime ordered by their master. It was 
they, these repulsive scoundrels, ‘ho 
had conducted the mass murder of the 
Opposition workers in Sibderian exile, 
in the Luoiankas and Butyrkas. Yet, 
for his own convenience, Snachtman cone 
cedes that un to 1936, thouszh the State 


apparatus was in the hands of Stalia's 
henchnen, the Yenulidzes, Yagodas, 
Kalinins and Molotovs,the State was of 


&® oroleterian class nature. And what 
change occurred after the »urges? The 
Yenukidzes and Yasodas had to go, out 
the Kalinins, Voroshilovs and some Lit- 


vinovs and Kollontays continued in 
State posts. And who toox the place 
of the Yenukidzes and Yacodas? The 


Yezhovs and Berias and similar gscound « 


rels, Were they recruited by Stalin 
from some new social element which, 
having accumulated its economic 


strength prior to the vurges, waited 
outside the burocracy for a chance to 
seize the institutions of the Workers 
State? Where was this "new class," a 
subject "clasa" before it acquired 
power? On this point there is a deep 
note of «ystery in Shachtman's "theoe 
retical" presentation. But the dwell = 
ing place of the "now type of ruling 
class" prior to the purges is no 
mystery at all. The thousands who 


took the places of the pursed syco~ 
phants of Stalin were recruited from 
within the many-million-headed Stelin- 


ist burocracy itself, © 
ranis ox the 


Irom the very 
"reactionary faction of 


Bolshevism®! And many members of this 
"new type of ruling class" who had 
helped Stalin purge the Yenukidzes 


and Yagodas nave been themselves purg= 
ed by their terrible Master. 


A class striving for powor usual- 
ly forges a political instrument to 
lead its strugzle. Where is the party 
which supposedly led "the new type of 
ruling class* to power, and where is 
the smashed party which nad ruled the 
Workers State? dere too Shachtiaan 
must offer a sudstitute for reality. 
Since no new political party appcared 
on the scene he must deal vith the 
only existing party, the Stalin party. 
And since the basic political essence 
of this burocratized body remained un 
changed during, before and after the 


purges, Shachtman could yot discuss 
its itical program, for in it ha 


could never find even a remote allu- 
sion to ah attempt to cause such & 
fundamental sgocial and political 
transformation as the wiping out of 
the Proletarian State and the setting 
up of an entirely new class State of a 
slave character. Disregarding the 
vital changes in the Party membership 
in the early phases of Stalinism —the 
"Lenin Levy" by means of which Stalin 
flooded the party with new elements; 
the "purification" through the expul- 
sion and destruction of revolutiofiary 
workers, @ process which began in 1923 
and lasted over a decade— Shacht:man 
confines his "analysis" to the changes 
in the length of membership occurring 
between 19% (Seventeenth Congress of 
Stalin's Party) and 1938 (Highteenth 
Congress): 


"There is a balance-sheet of 
Stalinism. Twenty years after the 
Bolshevik Revolution, only ten per 
cent of those who organized and led 


it are in the ruling party, and 
they constitute only 1.3 per cent 
of its total. It is a new party; 
it speaks for a new class3 itis 


the political organization of the 
new bureaucracy that overthrew the 
workers! state." (Ib 
phasis in original, 


It is a new party, Shachtman says. 
Shachtman does not even attempt 
to feign a scientific analysis of the 
political program of the "new" partys 
He does not venture to explain the 
supposed break between the Party's 
fundamental politics before and after 
the purges. Despite the amount of ink 
and paper at his disposal, Shachtman 
is unable to create a gulf separating 
the political sgsense of the Seven~ 
teenth Congress from that of the 
Eighteenth. The alleged "new party 
which, Shachtman says, "speaks for a 
new class," accomplished the vurges by 
means of the long-established politics 
al strategy of the Stalinist Party of 
using Trotsky and his tendency as its 
central target. 


Even the feature of accusing the 
Trotskyites of consorting and plotting 
with White Guards and international 
imperialism was not new, It had been 


oy Peaed. Em- 
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- 


introduced a whole decade before the 
purges, as was testified to by Trot. 
pky: "As early as the latter part of 
1927, the G.P.U. linked Trotskyists— 
lesser kmown ones, to be sure, with 
White Guards and foreign agents. " 
("Stalin on His Own  Frame-ups,! 


Socialist Appeal, October 30, 1937.) 


The purges in actuality represent 
the continuation of the process of 
centralization of power in Stalin's 
hands, a process begun in 1921-1922, 
Stalin rose a step higher on the wind- 
4ng staircase of his dictatorship, 
acquiring, at this new stage, a per- 
sonal power of such an extraordinary 
degree as Caesar or Napoleon might 
have envied. 


Shachtman analyzes the purges of 
1936-1938 as the violent explosion "by 
which the new burocracy definitely 
smashéad the last remnant of workers! 
power and established a new class 
power of its own.” Was a new form of 
property established on the "ruins" of 
the proletarian property? Not in the 
least. The form of vroperty remained 
the same as it had been when Yagoda 
still lived, as it had been when Stal- 
in expelled the Opposition in 1927, as 
4t had been five years earlier when 
the Stalinist burocratism first closed 
its greedy fingers around the throat 
of the Workers State, Did Stalin's 
political form of rule change in any 
fundamental aspect following the 
purges? Not at alll] If anything, 
Stalin's personal dictatorship became 
solidified and more dreaded than ever 
before. As before, Stalin arbitrarily 
assigned the management of State de-~ 
partments to a group of servile hench- 
men appointed by himself to their res- 
pective posts, These henchmen, in 
turn, delegated the routine tasks to 
the lower ranks, 


Thus, except for the strengthen- 
ing of Stalin's iron rule on the basis 
of sending to oblivion many of his 
loyal servitors who were vile bandits 
and enemies of the proletariat toa 
man, no break occurred either in the 
property form of the foundation of the 
State or in the nolitical forn of the 


Usurper's rule. Moreover, Stalin's 
bloody shake-up in the personnel of 
the apparatus eliminated only a 


portion of the State's immense officie 
aldom; the greater part of his buroce 
racy remained. snd even in the high 
ranxs which suffered most, Stalin did 
not kill off or even remove from high 
posts many of the eminent figures who 
had joined the Party in Lenin's time— 
Kalinin, Voroshilov, Molotov, Andreev. 
Zhdanov, Litvinov, Kollentay. Except 
for some shifting,most of them remain~ 
ed in the posts held by them before 
the -surses. So littke political dis- 
tinction was there between those who 
were wiped out and supposedly repre- 
sented the remant of the Workers 
State and those who remained and pre= 
sumably were of the new ruling class, 
that the Trotskyite paper, edited by 
Snachtman, assured the workers during 
the purges! "“VYoroshilov is next!" 
Ostensibly Vorosnilov represented the 
Workers State, since he was "next;" 
but obviously he also represents the 
new slave state, since he remained in 
power, 


Let us suppose that Stalin to~ 
morrow eliminates this Vorosnilov and 
many other of his Voroshilovs and in 
their place puts a new crowd of 
flunkeys. Following Snachtman's logic 
such a nev purge would represent a 
fundamental class transformation, per- 
haps the installation in power of yet 
another brand of ruling class. Thus, 
according to Shachtman's “Marxism! 
societies are brought upon the stage 
of history and aiso disposed of by the 
simple »rocess of burocratic removals 
and appointments, And Stalin is the 
greatest Houdini of all times, for 
with his magic wand he can dismiss one 
ruling class and put into the saddle 
another, as his fancy chooses, 


Shachtman's feat of transforming 
the Stalinist burocracy into a new 
ruling class got him into another ri- 
diculous contradiction. The »vurges of 
1936-1938 did not affect the Comintern 


burocracy. The Browders and Fosters 
who had been placed by Stalin to rule 


over the sections of the Comintern re 
mained in their posts. Wnat is more, 
tuey continued the same political line 
handed down to them by Stalin's 
flunkey Dimitrov at the Seventh Cong~ 
ress of the Comintern in 1935, Pro~ 
ceeding from Shachtman's new evalua~ 
tion of the Stalinist burocracy, one 
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must regard the organization ruled by 

Browder as an agency of a new explcit- 

ing class. How to exvlain, then, from 

this angle, Shachtman's volicy of ad- 

vocating the old Trotsxy line of the 

admissibility of a "united front" with 

Browder's party? The resolution of 

Shachtman's party dated almost three 

years after the purges declared: "the 
Party reaffirns the admissibility of 

united fronts under certain conditions, 
with the Communist Party as a party." . 
(The _New International, October 1941, 

Pe cog 


In the same resolution it is 
stated that the Stalinist burocracy is 
@ new ruling class, As every advanced 
worker lmows, Browder's "party" under 
@il conditions fights against the 
workers, To agitate for a “united 
front" with the  Browder-controlled 
organization is to impart to that or 
ganization a function in the interest 
of the toilers or at least a possibi- 
lity of such a function "under certain 
conditions." A "united front" with a 
vulture is always in the interest of 
the vulture. 


Compared with the world-shaking 
bloody storms which swept the French 
bourgeois State since the days of 
Robespierre, Stalin's 1936-1938 frame~ 
ups and purges are but a mild disturb 
ance in the burocratized Workers State. 


IV. 


SCIENCE VS. SOPHISTRY 


ORTUNATELY for Shachtman,Marx's 
teaching that the property foun 
dation determines the class nature of 
society is not widespread among work = 
ers, Very few, indeed know that the an- 
atomy of society is to be sought not in 
the political regime but in the politi- 
cal economy of a given social order.Thts 
want of Marxist knowledge becomes a 
positive attribute as far as Shachtman 
is concerned, Without question, 
Shachtman Imows that Marx in his 
studies observed the most remarkable, 
most viokent changes of nolitical re- 
gimes in all periods of history. 
Shachtman also knows that Marx never 
took any of these  superstructural 
changes, 1.e., changes in the politic~ 
al regimes, as the determining factor 


of the class nature of the state tut 
always went to the economic structure, 
the vroperty foundation by which alone 
he could form a correct ide2 respect- 
ing the glass nature of the &tate 
superstructure. Shachtman. knows that 
Lenin, guided by this wrinciple, showed 
wherein lay the criterion for deter- 
nining the domination of the prolet- 
ariat: 


"The domination of the prolet— 
ariat consists in the fact that the 
ownership of property by landlords 
and cauitalists has been abolished," 
(Report to the Winth Party Con - 
gress. ) 


Lenin, as Marx, grasved that it was 
the question of property,and not that 
of reine, which solved the problem: 


"The prime thing is the question 
of property. When the question of 
property was solved woractically, 
the domination of the class was 
assured." (Ibid.) 


Hellbent on putting over his 
fiction that the Proletarian State had 
been smashed and a "new type of slave 
state’ established, Shachtman very 
shrewdly keeps the eyes of his readers 
glued to the superstructural aspects 
and completely conceals the fact that 
it is not the superstructure but the 
form of property structure which de- 
termines tne class nature of the State 
In his atvempts to deflect the mind 
from the Marxist criterion, Shachtman 
wrote the following: "_. it was the 
possession of arms by the people that 
Lenin qualified as the very essence of 
the question of the State! The mili- 
tia system gave way decisively to the 
army senerated from the people." (Max 
Shachtman, The New International, Dec. 
1940, p. 198) 


Curiously enough, Shachtmar cir 


cumvents the fact that the mi itia 
system gave way to an army almost 


imnediately after the proletarian ree 
volution. By 1927 the Red Army was a 
standing institution, an instrument in 


the hands of the Stalinist burocracy, 
well separated from the masses. Yet 
no one considered the abandonment of 


the militia system and the creation of 
the army as 8 move to abolish the 


il 


=e 


Workers State. 


Shachtman probably felt that it 
would not do to neglect altogether the 
question of property. Having "analyz— 
ed" the Stalinist burocracy as a "new 
type of ruling class" Shachtman, ina 
Marx-upside-down gymnastic feat dived 


down to the property foundation and 
"evaluated" the state economy in con-— 
Yormity with the "change" he wrought 


in the superstructure, Since there 
were no convulsions in the basic form 
of economy which remained statified 


during the purges, and since Shachtman 
felt he had to touch upon the question 
of property, he wasted no time fatri- 


cating evidence to demonstrate with 
the vrecision of natural science that 
the proletarian form of property had 


been wiped out 2nd an entirely differ- 
ent form, neither proletarian nor 
bourgeois, had been established. He 
Simply baptized the statified oroperty 
upon which the Stalinist burocracy has 
rested all along, "the economic 
foundation of a new ruling class." 
For the benefit of the reader we shall 
cite the whole passage containing this 
mumbo= jumbo : 


"The question can be examined in 
still another way, and the conclu- 
sion will still be the same. here 
property is privately owned, the 
problem of the class nature of the 
existing state can b& settled by 
asking: Who owns property? In the 
United States as in Germany, in 
England as in India, the answer is 
fundamentally the same: the bour- 
geoisie. The state exists to defend 
this bourgeois property;regardless 
of Hive “political formal itiis..a 
bourgeois state, But where proper~ 
ty is collectively or state-owned, 
it means nothing to ask merely: 
Who owns the property, that is, who 
owns the state-property? The mean~ 


ingless answer is: The state, of 
course} Under such circumstances, 
the only meaningful question is? 


Who owmma the state that owns the 
property, that is, who has political 
power? In Lenin's time, the answer 
was fairly obvious: the proletariat. 
But under Stalin? When Trotsky 
wrote that 'the bureaucracy is in 
direct possession of the state pow- 
er,! that was tantamount to saying: 


- Le 


the Sugaeideracy is the Paling clasw 
the state is no longer a workers! 

state; state property has been Cate 
yexted into the economic foundation 

of a new ruling class; new property 
relations, therefore, new produc 

tion relations,therefore new social 

relations, have been established," 

(Max Shachtman, The Struggle For the 
New Course, pp. 244-235) 


The central point in Shachtman's pie~ 
ture is the proposition that under 
Lenin the proletariat had politieal 
power and tWerefore there was a 
Workers State, whereas under Stalin it 
is the burocracy who has political pow- 
er and therefore it is not a Workers 
Stape and the burocracy is a ruling 
classe The Stalinist buroc- 
racy, be it remembered, is divided by 
Shachtman into the old and the new. 
The old Stalinist burocracy "more ar 
less assured the proletarian character 
of the state." The new Stalinist 
burocracy Shachtman designates as the 
new ruling class which in 1936-1978 
smashed the G&tate which still hada 
proletarian character. All we have to 
do now is to determine whe was in 


control of the State prior to the 
"trials" and purges of 1936-1938, not 


only under Stalin but also in Lenin's 
time. In his essay Shachtman himself, 
quoting the Stalinist historian Popov, 
calls attention to the fact that t7 
the end of 1920, sixteen years before 
the 1936 purges, the State burocracy 
was already a large force, already 
showed signs of complete separation 
from the masses and of employing con~ 
straint against the toilers: 


"Popov does anything but exag- 
gerate when he writes that the 
"bureaucracy contimued to grow and 
by the end of 1920 it had assumed 
large dimensions, manifesting a 
tendency in individual links of the 
Soviet apparatus to eliminate alto- 
gether all contact with the masses 
and to replace it entirely with 
measures of external compulsion to~ 
Ward these. This tendency undoubt— 
edly led to degeneration and decay 
in these links pf the Soviet appa- 
ratuse These are euphemisms, but 
they suffice to indicate the real 
state of things." (Ibid., p. 134) 


The Stalinist buro¢crat Popov used 
guarded words to describe & vicious 
situation which had developed on the 
proletarian property foundation . 
Sbhachtman says Popov's euphemians suf— 
fice to indicate what was taking place. 
Wo, they do not suffice! It is neces— 
sary to tell about things in plein 
words, no matter how harsh, to calla 
spade a spade. The Proletarian State 
by 1920 had fallen into the hands of a 
muge, greedy burocracy which excluded 
almost the entire proletariat — a 
small bribed section excepted — from 
excercising political power through 
the State departments. This burocracy 
~~ on the railroads, in the factories, 
mines, shops — subjected the prolet— 
arian ruling class, the real owner of 
the State and the State property, to 
compulsion. 


Did the situation im»vrove with 
the introduction of the NEP in 19217 
Just the opposite. Shachtman himself 
made this observation; "If anything 
the shift aggravated the problem. To 
put it more accurately, the new prob- 
lems generated by the NEP could not be 
dealt with rationally because of the 
existence of burocratism. In revenge, 
these probleme created the conditions 
for the further exoansion of burocrat— 
ism." (Ibid., p, 143) 


To put it more accurately, the 
burocracy went all lengths to secure 
{ts own interests against the inter - 
ests of the ruling class. The State 
apparatus had become packed with 
careerists, former Tzarist officials, 
bourgeois exploiters and their ex- 
politicians. Behind the scenes, 
Stalin, the General Secretary of the 
Party, and Zinoviev and Kamenev, the 
heads of the two most important 
Soviets, Petrograd and Moscow, enter~ 
ed into a conspiracy to usurp control 
of the Party and of the State— a 
monstrous step for revolutionists , 
but not for renegades! The conspiracy 
at the top of the Party was a well- 
@uarded secret. The proletarian rul- 
ing class, the owner of the State and 
the State property, was and hag 
remained to this day, completely in 


the dark, The year 1922 marked the 
creation of the initial Stalin 
apparatus out of the degenerated 


leaders of the Party. The Party 
burocrats gYrouning around the self~ 
seexing General Secretary and the 
vast army of former bourgeoie and 
Tzarist officials united in one aims 
to safeguard their special burocratic 
interests asainst the owner of the 
State and the State property. That 
was in Lenin's time. Then came the 
full flowering of the Stalinist reac~ 
tion, wits political »over comoletely 
in the hands of the Stalinist burocrae 
Cy. In 1923 there occurred the deli- 
berate Stalinist betrayal of the Ger» 
man revolution, In the same year 
Lenin's anti-Stalin documents were 
suppressed by the burocrats. The Par- 
ty was now "Bolshevik" in name only? 
politically it represented the inter- 
ests of the burocracy. The proletari- 
an class was excluded not only from 
political power but even from voicing 
criticism of the usurping renegade 


leadersnip. The press was completely 
in the hands of the Stalinist buro- 
CYracye 


And by 1927 Stalin, already a 
powerful dictator, with the aid of his 
Petrovsiys and Syrtzovs — the vagy 
people who, Shachtman says, "more or 
less assured the proletarian character 
of the state"— crushed the anti-Stal~ 
in workers and tizhtened the oppres - 
sive curocratic yoke unon the neck of 
the owner of the State and State pro-~ 


perty. Yagoda'ts G.P.U. rode roughshod 
over the prostrate and  tyrannized 
toilin; masses and also over the 


ourocracy itself. 


And who exercised full political 
sway in 1934, 1935, 1936, at the time 
when, according to Shachtman, there 
vas in existence "the last remnant of 
vorkers! power"? The proletariat? 
Ridiculous! The political vover was 
conoletely and exclusively in the 
clutches of the powerful dictator and 
his picked crew of anti-workingclass 
bandits who, beginuing with the Kirov 
assassination in December 1934, mur- 
dered cach other at the voehest of 
their (‘faster in the course of a spas— 
modic whase of the centralization of 
his povwer, In political terminology 
Stalin and his army of personal slaves 
represent only a degenerated section 
of the Russian proletariat. 


We see that even in the days of 
Lenin the masses of the proletariat 
were in practice shorn of actual poli- 
cal power while control was in the 
hands of a reactionary burocracy. Af- 
ter Lenin, up to 1936, the Stalinist 
burocracy continued and pursued @ssen~ 
tially the same basic politics as the 
post-1936 burocracy, Why then does 
Shachtman take 1936 as an historical 
dividing line marking the passing out 
of existence of the Workers State? Ob- 
viously, he is in contradiction with 
his own criterion of the existence or 
non-existence of a Workers State. He 
covers up his contradiction by pretend- 
ing first that under Lenin the masses 
of the workers actually controlled the 
State and secondly that in 1936-1938 
some new kind of burocracy came into 
existence. Shachtman's "theory" boils 
itself down to pretense and sophistry. 


Vi 
ce POLITICAL PLAGIARISM 


4. ) HACHTMAN ignores the lesson ef 

history that a state retains its class 
character even though. only a fractian 
of the ruling class gathers the whole 
political power into its hands and 
bends almost the entire ruling class 
in terrible oppression. Shachtman 
disregards the Marxist criterion that 
the form of property is the only de- 
termining factor in judging the class 
nature of the State. Instead he pre-~- 
sents as the determining factor the 
superstructural political regimes, and 
even these he produces in a distorted 
shape. The basic thought in Shacht- 
man's picture is not at all orivinal. 
In July 1938, when Shachtman in the 
face of Stalin's purges insisted that 
the class nature of the Russian State 
was proletarian, a small anti-Marxigt 
group, misnaming itself "Marxist Work 
ers League" (Mienovites), broke the 
ground, as it were, for Shachtman, 
Not so shrewd or circumspect as their 
future imitator, they labelled the 
Russian State as "state capitalism," 
whereas Shachtman wisely gives it an 
amorphous title "burocratic collecti- 
vism," This is but an "improvement" 

upon the eerlier title. In December 
1940 Shachtman declared "The Soviet 
State today we would call —burocratic 
state socialism..." This, of course, 


was as bad as the Mienovites! "state 
capitalism." The Marxist Workera 
League's approach, however, and their 
conclusion with respect to the rela~ 
tion between soolitical power and the 


question of ownership of the State and. 


of economy form the pignents Shachtman 
used for his picture. Wrote the Marx~ 
ist Workers Leazue: 

"The Stalinist burocracy ows 
the means of production. But the 
averaze burocrat, the manager and 
the director cannot lay claim to 
Girect ownership of the machine, 
In this sense he is propertyless. 
In the sense that the state func 
tions for him, that his exploiting 
position is expressed through 
control of the state, in that sense 


he is an oowner. Tims we see that 
the burocracy in reachins state 
cavitelism cid nat have to change 


the »roperty relations as expressed 
toroujsh the ownership of these by 
the state, that is, it did not have 
to change the form, it changed its 


content. This it accomplished by 
exprovriating the proletariat from 


political power. In expropriating 
them politically it also expropri- 
ated them economically since the 
proletarian ownership of the means 
of production was vested in the 
state," (The Spark, July 1938, 
Oe 14) 


In the above Mienovite formuletion it 
is necessary to remove only two words, 
"state cconitalism," and insert "buroce 
ratic state socialism" or "burocratic 
collectivism" and you have Shachtinan's 
position to the Ictter. Shachtman 
laughed at the Mienovites in the past 
and he may put on an air of holding a 
position different from theirs in the 
present. In reality the Mienovite and 
Snacntmanite methodology are identical, 
and the difference of their con 
clusions is only a verbal one, not an 
essential one. Ferhaps it is regret= 
able that Mienov is not around to have 
the last laugh on his belated imitator 
of the so-called Workers Party. 


VI. 
REVOLUTIONARY CLASS AND REACTIONARY 
LICIES 
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HE burocratization of the first 
Workers State has emphasized 
eertain political principles in a new 
way and when vroperly understood has 
enriched the system of Marxian think 


ing. Ever since the Communist Mani- 
festo it has been known that the pro- 


letariat is the only genuinely revoluw-- 
tionary class in history. This, how— 
ever, is an abstract, scientific vrin- 
ciple. Concretely, the proletariat 
pursues either revolutionary or 
counter-revolutionary volicies. Which 
path the proletariat marches on 
depends on its leadership. In the 
capivalist world today, the proletzri- 
at supoorts canitalisn. Such a situa- 


tion would never be deduced from the 
abstract Marxist doctrine that the 
proletariat is the only genuinely re- 
volutionary class in history. WNever- 


theless, it is a fact that the revolu- 
tionary class can act in a reactionary 
Way e 


Heretofore, in Marxian discus+ 
tions the dictatorship of the vrolet- 
ariat,because it arises out of prolet— 
arian revolution, was exclusively 
thought of as acting in a revolution- 
ary way. Tne rise of Stalinism has 
provided a new understanding of this 
matter. It has been made clear that 
the proletarian dictatorshiy can also 
function as a counter—revolutionary 
force, depending on the leadership 
which stands at the head. Both when 
out of power or in power the proletari- 
at follows different political lines, 
revolutionary or reactionary. The 
question ef whether proletarian rule 
exists is determined by the form of 
the economic basis. The overthrow of 
the bourgeoisie by the proletariat and 


the establishment of state ownership 

of the means of production and 
exchange establishes the oroletariat 
in power. But at that point, the 
character of the proletarian class 
rule is still an open question, It 
remains to be seen whether the new 


ruling class, the proletariat, will 
follow a revolutionary or a counter~ 
revolutionary line. In the snecific 
case of the first workers state, the 
Russian Soviet Repubdlic, the prolet- 
arian rule had many rcustivnary 
features from the very start, vrimari- 
ly burocratism and its various ramifi-~- 


cations. 
passed, 
dominated, and the rule of the prolet- 
ariat decame completely and exclusive— 
ly reactionary. 


Unfortunately, as time 


The toilers must learn these 
lessons, and must fight not merely for 
"the dictatorship of the proletariat," 
but for the revolutionary dictatorship 
of the proletariat based on genuine 
workers democracy. A reactionary dic- 
tatorship of the proletariat is as 
destructive as capitalist rule, if not 
more 80. 


Shachtman prattles that the con 


cept of a counter—revolutionary work-— 
ers state is a ridiculous one. But 
why is this any more ridiculous than 


the idea of the proletariat, "the only 
genuinely revolutionary class in his- 
tory," according to Marx and Ingels, 
supporting capitalism? Marx and 
Engels were absolutely correct when 
they stated the proletariat is the 
only genuinely revolutionary class in 
history, but it is only fools or char- 
latans who would deduce from this 
thesis that everything the proletariat 


does is necessarily or should be 
classified as revolutionary. All 
classes act in different ways at dif- 


ferent times. The Workers State is 
only a form which comes into existence 
simultaneously with a certain type of 


economic foundation. This form can 
have different contents. The latter 


are determined by the policies pursued 
by the class. A revolutionary policy, 
a revolutionary content; a reactionary 
policy, a reactionary content. 


hachtman makes it appear that 
Marxism maintains that on the bdasis of 
a proletarian economy there must exist 
a revolutionary political regime, else 
the economy itself is not proletarian. 
This is a complete perversion of Marx~ 
ism. Engels clearly indicated that 
the proletarian dictatorship can have 
reactionary features, and Lenin went 


so far as specifically to warn the 
workers that they must' have means to 
protect themselves against their own 
stated 


"Qur present state is such that 
the entirely organized proletariat 
must protect itself, and we must 
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the reactionary features prea . 


utilize these workers! organizations 
for the purpose of protecting the 
workers from their owm state and in 
order that the workers may protect 
our state." (V.I. Lenin, Selected 
Works, English Edition, Volume IX, 
pe 9. My emphasis - G.M.) 

The founders of Scientific Soci- 
alism had seen many instances of the 
proletariat supporting a completely 
reactionary policy while not in pover, 
but they had never witnessed this phe— 
nomenon while the proletariat was in 
power. It is for the present genera~ 
tion of workers to see and understand 
the now completed picture. 


VII. 
THE IDEOLOGY OF THE "NEW RULING CLASS" 


NOWING that each ruling class 
develops a specific ideology 

fe) s ovn, Shachtman is constrained 
to make it appear that this "new type 
of ruling class" runs true to this 
historic law. He quotes from an art- 


icle by a Menshevik "scholar," 
Schwartz, whose picturazation of the 
ideology of the present burocracy 
Shachtman accepts as accurate. 


Schwartz says: 


",...In their political psycho- 
logy they represented a new type. 
Most of them leaned toward authori- 
tarian thinking: the high leader— 
ship above (Stalin and those 
elosest to him) has to decide on 
right and wrong; what that leader- 
ship decides is incontrovertible, 


absolute. Thus the complete devo- 
tion to Stalin. It would be an 
undue simplification to explain 


this devotion merely by the fact 
that the system presented by Stalin 
made possible the rise of these 
people. The attitude had deeper 
roots. Stalin was for them the em- 
bodiment of the economic rise and 
the international strengthening of 
the country. They accepted as 
natural the fact that this rise was 
dearly paid for, that the bulk of 
the toiling masses remained in dire 
want. They were educated to the 
idea that the value of a social 
system depends on the nationaliza- 
tion of the economy and the speed 
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ef its development; a seciety with 
a developed industry and without} e 
canitaligt class is inso fact 
Classless society, and the idea of 
social equality belongs only ta 
‘petty bourgeois equalitarianism. 
Their interest was not in social 
problems (read: in the social posie 
tion of the proleteriat—M.S.), but 
in the strong stats that built up 
the national economy." (Quoted by 
Shachtman in The Struggle for the 
New Course, pp. 236-27) 


Having cited Schwartz's observa» 
tions, Shachtman exclains: "This isa 
photozraphigally accurate picture of 
the specific ideology of the new rule 
ing class." (Ibid., p. 227) And 
further he remarks: "What is im 

ortant to note is that this ideology 

oes not correspond to that which wa 
have limovm to be the ideology of tha 
capitalist class, of the working clasa 
at any stage of its development, of 
any section of the petty~bourgeoisie, 
er any labar aristooracy.' 


Zhe picture whick Sohwartz pro- 
sents is falee in its tetality, It is 
an inverted imag of the material and 
ideglegzical elements in the Staliniet 
qarder. WNo& only is it inverted but 46 
is retouched with colors utterly alien 
to Steliniga. 


From the very beginning of thea 
Stalinization of the Workers State the 
burocracy has been steadily aituting 
proletarian ideology with Russian 
Dourgeois ideology under the pretonse 
of diffusing Leninist education, This 
process began slowly, gained great mo- 
mentum, wntil at present "the gpecifio 
idedology of the new ruling class" con~ 
sists of a flood pf the old Russian 

bourgeois ideology which glorifies the 
Russian notional heroes, Alexandar 
Nevsky, Dimitry Donskoy, Peter the 
Great, Kutuzov, Suvorov and other 
neues dear to the heart of the Russian 
bourgeoisie, The ideas of the Russian 
bourgeoisie reposited in the old Rus- 
sian national literature, in the works 
of Tolstoy, Pushkin and others, are 
eweepin; through the ranke of the 
purocracy and from it to the toiling 
masses. One of the most outstanding 
institutions of Russian imperialiem, 
the Holy Synod,haga beén reestablished. 


She Greek Orthodox religion, the reli- 
@on of the Russian bourgeoisie, is 
®6ine constantly strengthened, The 
gieremet oss) has been replaced by 

new anthem glorifying "mighty 
Russia." All these signs indicate not 
"the specific ideology of a new 
type of ruling class" but tan» 
gible mileposts in the restoration of 
the old Russian bourgeoks idedlogy. 
The returning Rudsian bowrgeols 1deo= 
logy has not yet reached the point of 
open justification of the restoration 
of bourgeois property relations; in 
time it will, if the present reactione 
ary process continues, 


The foundation of Stalinism is a 
burocratic spoilea system, Stalin 
built his heirarchy by appointment of 
the moat venal people to governmental 
@nd industrial posts, Their devotion 
to him becausé of some "deeper roots," 
as Schwartz @aya, is ag illuaion. 
These truckiefs to the powerful tise 
penser of favors ave joyal to him only 
bacause they répeive fex that 
loyalty, Ove to him and to the char- 
acter of his regime, they and their 
familjea ma privileges .The deroga 
tion of the rigtte of the workers was 
aAccepte? bp fem not because of an ab- 
atrgct, idealist progran of a “strong 
state that built up the national eco~ 
nogy" bat for the sake of fat jobs, 
ayperiar gconemic and social positions 
which carry powers of command over 
thair ese “fortunate” subordinates 
#ad over tha huge mass of tolilers. 
Schwartz ehvelops the systen of 
burocratic umirpation with a halo of 
idealien. He protests, as does every 
anti-Marxist ideologist when occupied 
with explaining eocial phenomena, that 
kt would be nate Geet to explain 
the Byzantine #ycophancy of the Stalin 
burocrats vy the fact that his 
politica? and administrative systen 
lifted them from rags to riches, con- 
ferred upon them lucrative posts and a 
etatus of "reepectability" on the very 
besis 6f complete, unconditional servi~ 
lity, abagemeat and cringing flattery 
with respect tg the person of Stalin, 


Not only ts Schweartzs photography 
inverted and retouched, but it is com= 
pletely devoid of all motion. More» 
over, it leaves out the fundamental 
ideological transformation that has 


been in process for over two decades. 
Tais distinctive and salient process 
refutes Shechtman's story that "the 


anew tyoe of ruling class" is crystale 
izing a specific class ideology, 


And just because Schwartz's 
"photograpiy" presents an invertad, 
utterly un-Marxist view of the ideoloe 
gy or Stalinism, it ties in well with 
Shachituan'!s "analytical" requirements. 
It is a fitting associate of his owm 
theoretical fiction. Arraigned before 
the bar of the scientific method of 
investigation, Shachtman's "new tive 
of rulin.,, class" as well as Schwartz!s 
"nhotograpnically accurate picture of 


the specific idsology of the new rul- 
ing class," stand as opportunist dis 
tractions. Not concerned with facts 


of large importance staring hii in the 
face, but rather intercsted in giving 
a nev cast to the historical character 
of the Stalinist buirocracy, Shachtman 
is piling Ossa upon Felion to support 
his fabrication. His ammunition, part 
of which he borrows from Menghevisnm, 
is also a fabrication, The momentous 
and quite spectacular revival of many 


outstanding features of the former 
Russian bourzeois ideology demands 
serious attention to determine why it 


is taking place and toward what end 
this development is tending. 


The process of the elimination of 
the signal achievements of the revolue 
tion in the realm or ideology, ex 
pressed in the backward sweep toward 
the ideological anchorage of the Ris— 
sian obdourgeoisie, is no dark mystery. 
If in order tg overthrow the bourceois 
form of property and break a trail toe 
ward Socialism the Russian vroletariat 
had to be armed with the revolutionary 
viewpoint, then for the purpose of 
veating dewn the proletariat and cause 
ing it to tvrudge the opposite road, 
the workin;; class must be ideological 
ly disarmed. Since there are only two 
cless ideologies extant, bourgeois and 
proletarian — a fact pointed out by 


Lenin as early as 1902 (What's To Bo 
Done) —- the proletarian’ viewpoint can 


be replaced only by the bourgeois one. 


Aud since the proletarian revolution 
occurred in Russia, the reactionary 
push to the pendulum could be given 
only in the direction of the forner 


Russian bourgeois ideology. If the 
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process of reaction is not ternirated 
by a removal of the burocratic incubus 
and yrovided the Froletarian Staite is 
not destroyed by the imnerialists, then 
the unspeakable corruption bred ina 
whole generation of former revolution- 
ists will bear its ideological fruit. 
In such eventuality, the iudivicuals 
forming the upper streatun of the 
burocracy, occupying vantase grouads ° 
in the State, will finally accumlate 
an abundant mass of private wealth. 
The conversion of this hoard into 
czpital will become the next step. 
This can be carried out by the uper 
burodratic ring only when the prover 
ground is prepared in advance. If the 
ideological path is conpletely neved 
with the basic bourgeois idea which 
depicts the private capitalist form of 
property as progressive, just, and 
most advantageous to the Russian 
national development, and if capital- 
ist exploitation regeives a legal and 
even sacred status and is lauded as 
"free enterprise,Y a label already 
peddied by the Stalin burocrats in 
America, then the deat) Knell of the 
Vroletarian State will toll in the 
cathedrals of a new “holy Russia." 


However, the Stalin burocracy may 
never live to flower into 2 new Rus se 
ian bourgeoisie. A transitory, not a 
fixed, entity, the Stalinist burocracy 
is feced wirh the imperialist threat 
of annihilation, paradoxically enough, 
brought on by its owm counter-revolu- 
tionary yp0licias,. The Stalinist 
burocracy has actjvely and deliberate~ 
ly betrayed every revolutionary situa- 
tion to prevent the rise of another 
proletaricn state with its attendant 
revolutionary upsurge of the toilig 
massese This has given international 
imperialism a free hand with the toil- 
ing masses and hes burried the inter- 
veiitionist schemes. International fi- 
nance capital, on peril of cata- 
strovuhe to the capitalist system, is 
compelled to come to military grips 
with the Stelinist burocracy in order 
to eradicate root and branch the pro- 
letarien form of property acrieved by 
the Octover Revolution and sudject the 


territory and the toilers to the exe 
ploitation of the hitherto excluded 


private capital. The world proletari~ 
at, on the other hand, wnder the pres- 
sure of the most critical condition in 


its history, on peril of universal 
Fascist enslavement, is being pushed 
tovari a striggle for the preservation 
of proletarian property, and estade 
lisrmeart of workers democracy. Whether 
the imperialists or the workers suc= 
ceed cannot be determined in advance. 
In any case, the Stalinist ourocracy 
is doomed to elimination. 


When 
assenble 


the future historians 
the pieces of ideological 
confusion strewn about by the buroe 
cratic degentration of the first Pro- 
letarian State, they will discover one 
of the most curious phantoms of man's 
fancy, Thoy will read in Shachtman's 
dusty works that there appeared on the 
body of the Workers State"a new tyve 
of ruling cless" which matured with in 
credible swiftness, won power and then 
was blasted from the scene — all 
within the memory of many people of 
the generation born in pre-revolution- 
ary Russia. This invention was shame- 
lessly lifted by its author onto the 
plane ef "Marxism." A little more re-= 
searcn and they will learn the political 


history of the author and his private 
reasons for cooking up opportunist 
fictions. 


VIII. 


TROTSEY'S DISTORTIONS OF THE NATURE OF 
THE SOVIET BUROCRACY 


HE position occupied by the Rus-= 

sian question in the Trotsky 
movement is a very complex one. Under 
no circunstances shoule it be imagined 
that when it is shown that the Shacht~ 
man vusition is false it follows the 
Trotsky-Cannon position is correct. 
For a complete understanding of the 


role of the Russian question in the 
Trotsky movement it is absolutely es-= 
sential to know the opportunist nature 
of the line held by both groups 
claiming to represent the Trotsky 
"International," 


In his aggregation of particuler 
notions, theories and ideas Trotsky 
not only did not question, mt persist~ 
ently stressed the concept of the pro= 
letarian nature of the present Russian 
State, Indeed, any attempt to chale 
lenge the accuracy of this concept 
would evoke from Trotsky a vigorous 
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defense. However, Trotsky's conform- 
ity with the objective fact regarding 
the proletarian nature of the lussian 

State was not at all prompted by a po- 
licy of rendering comprehensible the 
rest of the Russian question. The 
jealously defended position served 
Trotsxy as a vantage ground for throw- 
ing up a dense haze around the char— 
acter of the Stalinist burocracy which 
holds sway over the Workers State. 


Hiding the coldly deliberate 
counter-revolutionary function of the 
Stalinist burocracy, Trotsky impresscd 
upon kis followers the illusion that 
Stalin and his votaries sought to ad- 
vance the world proletarian revolution 
but that they were incredibly asining 
had not learned well the principles ov 
Marxism and therefore committed 
terrible blunders. As the CaSC—= 
hardened criminals of the Comintern 
contimed viling uv tragedies for the 
masses, many revolutionary workers 
began to suspect that the Stalin 
burocrats were not at all the simple 
boobs that Trotsky painted but were 
very sly and skilled disrupters of 
the oroletarian struggle for libcration. 
Trotsky recast somewhat his terminolo~ 
gy in reference to Stalinist policies, 
His usual cvaluation was that "the 
policies of the Stalinist burocracy 
represent a chain of errors," (What 
Next?, p. 25) He spoke of the "ru~ 
inous mistakes of Stalinist burocracy," 
blunders of the Stalinist burocracy " 
Ibide, ppeSl,8l. My omphasis ~ G.M.) 
Gradually and with ever greater free 
quency Trotsky added the terms treacie 
ery and betrayal to the words errors 
and blunders, This addition definite~ 


ly connotes consciously perfidious 
acts, intentional delivery into the 
hands of the enemy, as against the 
previous characterization which sug- 
gests unintentional failure of an 


honest endeavor. But since Trotsky 
followed the line of rendering vague 
and unintelligible the real nature of 


the Stalinist burocracy he would 
negate the meaning of the words 
treachery and betrayal by falsifying 


the inner workings of the burocracy. 
He would heve the workers believe that 
though the burocracy was palpably cal- 
lous to the terrible tragedies it 
wrought, though it manifested fear and 
hatred for proletarian revolution, it 
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nevertneless felt loyal to the great 
cause of the working class. Ina book 
published and popularized in 1937 at 
the hsight of the Stalinist willful 
betrayal of the Spanish Revolution, 
Trotsky wrote: 


Paving betrayed the world revo 


lution, but still feeling loyal to 
it, the Thermidorian burocracy has 


directed its chief efforts to 
‘neutralizing! the bourgeoisie." 
(Revolution 


Betrayed, p. 192. My 
e M, 


A few years earlier Trotsky was 
cooking up stories about the same 
burocracy adopting "progressive moae- 
sures't which supposedly stopped the 
"Thermidor," Trotsky claimed credit 
for those "progressive measures" $ 


emphasis « G@ 


"The progressive measures of the 
government of the U.S.S.R. which 
have hold back the coming of There 
midor,weve only partial and belated 
Dborrovings from the Left Opposition. 
Analagous phenomena, only on a 
lesser seale, can be observed in 
the life of all the seetions of the 
C.I."(The Militant, Oct. 14, 1933 ) 


Trotsky's falsifications of the 
nature of the Stalinist burocracy 
covered various fields of its activity. 
For instance everybody lImows' that 
Trotsky scientifically refuted Stalin's 
fraudulent "theory" of Socialism in 
One country, The natural impression 
created by this refutation is that the 
burocratic regime, as the dominant 
factor in determining the course of 
the degencreted Proletarian State, ine 
exorably leads Russia not toward but 
away from Socialism. In the present 
era no other society is possible 
except capitalism or Socialism, If 
the Workers State is guided by a revo~ 
lutionary regime, humanity moves for- 
ward toward Socialism; if by a reace 
tionary regime, backward toward the 
restoration of capitalism. Since the 
present Workers State is ruled bya 
reactionary regime it is plain that 
its line of march is retrogressive. 
But Trotsky avoided freeing this fact 
from obscurity, In most of his write 
ings he left the question unanswered. 
On paze 255 in the book Revolution 
Betrayed he describes the burocre~ 
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on 


tized Proletarian State as hovering 
somewhere between Socialism and Capi- 
talism, Which way it is meving under 
te burocracy he does not make 
definite, "a further development of 
the accumlating contraéictions can as 
well lead to Socialism as back to 
Capitalism." However, on page 47 he 
sets the tone, and a reader who is off. 
guard will inevitably fall into a trap. 
For Trotsky builds a definite impres~ 
sion that the reactionary burocratic 
regime is serving as a bridge toward 
Socialism] 


"If? Marx called that 
which was to be formed upon the 
basis of a socialization of the 
productive forces of the most ad- 
vanced capitalism of its epoch, the 
lowest stage of communism,then this 
designation obviously does not ap- 
ply to the Soviet Union, which is 
still today considerably poorer in 


society 


technique, culture and the good 
things of life than the capitalist 
countries. It would be truer, 
therefore, to name the present 


Soviet regime in all its contradic- 
toriness, not a socialist regine, 
but a preparatory regime transi-~ 
tional from capitalism to social~ 
ism." 


A correct position on the nature 
of the Russian State must, consis 4 not 
only of the evaluation that it isa 
Proletarian State but also in bhowing 
unequivocally in what direction it is 
moving. The Russian Workers State is 
sliding toward capitalism. Yet Trot- 
sky's line upon the issue was on the 
one hand to refute and condema tie 
"theory" of Socialism in one counicy 
as an impossible Utopia; and on the . 
other ‘hand to spread the Stalinist 
fraud that the burocratized regine 7f 
the degenerated Workers State was 
supervising the building of Socialism. 
This aid to Stalin's fraud was Trot- 
sky's old-established policy. In 192%, 
several months before the expulsion of 


the "Opposition," a Trotsky document 
was distributed among the Russian 
masses. In that document, which Trot~ 


sky cites in The Revolution Betrayed 
(p. 297), he lied to the toilers, "It 
43 a fact that we are building Social~ 
ism," 


In surveying Trotsky's role it is 
necessary to assess it not so much by 
verbal cries of the need of the overe 
throw of the burocracy (at some future 
date) but by his immediate political 
function anong the revolutionary work 
ers. That function is to attach the 
workers to the Stalinist burocracy, 
Some years ago the Trotskyite paver 
put it in these blunt words: "In de= 
fending the Soviet Union we fight 
jointly with the present government, 
which is the Stalinist apparatus," 
(The Militant, September 2, 1933 ) 
This political support to the Stalin~ 
ist ourocracy Trotsky covered up with 
phrases whioh gave to his underlying, 
basic policy the appearance of uncom 
promising struggle foy the extirpation 
of the very clement to which he lent 
support. 


1X, 
THE ROOT OF TROTSZY'S DISTORTIONS OF 


THY CHARACTER OF Tw STALINIST 
BUROCRAC 


T first view the assertion that 
Trotsky was from the very early 

period of Stalinization a close cole 
laborator of the Stalin clique sounds 
absurd and slanderous, But a deep 
penetration beneath the external ase~ 
pect of the Trotsky story amply re= 
veals his precise part in the degenere 
ation of the Workers State. Incontro= 
vertible documentary evidence much of 
which has already been published by 
THE BULLETIN, demonstrates that during 


Lenin's illness, Stalin, Zinoviov and 
Kamenev secretly banded together ina 
Troika to usurp the powers of the 


State, The decisive moment for the 
conspirators was the Tyelfth Congress 
of the Bolshevik Party, Lenin, though 
gravely ill, had prepared a set of 
documents aimed at Stalin because of 
the latter's burocratia methods and 
opportunism, For the fight against 
Stalin end his cohorts Lenin chose the 
Twelfth Congress which was convoked in 
the Spring of 1923, Trotsky's testi~ 
mony reveals that Lenin appealed to 
him for aid and evidently secured a 
promise of full support. 


Lonin was prevented by a paraly= 
tic stroke from appearing at the 
Congress. But Trotsky was there. In 


fTrotsky's possession was the dossier 
of Lenin's documents, the “bomb! as 
Lenin named it, which Trotsky was en- 
trusted to explode at the Congress, 
But at that gathering, which had bem 
designated by Lenin to serve as Stal-= 
in's politicel grave, Trotsky combined 
with the conspiratorial Trio. Togeth-— 
er with Stalin, Zinoviev and Xamenev 
he concealed Lenin's documents, and 
this betrayal of Lenin's trust served 
as cement which politically bound hin 
to Stalin for life. The minutes of 
the Twelfth Congress plainly show that 
instead of a sharp fight on Lenin's 
line which demanded the removal of 
Stalin, there was greater unanimity 
among ‘Trotsky, Stalin and other emi- 
nent leaders than at any previous 
Congress of the Farty. Moreover, in-= 
vestigation of the whole cancerous do 
velopment brings to light the unmis- 
takable fact that even prior to the 
Twelfth Congress Trotsky already play= 
ed a2 double game, secretly acting in 
concert with the Trio (the Seventh 
All-Ulcranian Party Conference, etc.) 


Stalin's entrenchnent due to 
Trotsky's perfidy was far-reaching. 
Although a lesser figure as compared 
with such luminaries as Trotsky, Zino- 
viev, Kamenev, Bukharin and others, he 
had the advantage over all of them be- 
cause of his key position as General 
Secretary, This position gave him the 
power to appoint and remove people and, 
in consequence, the power of building 
@® persoual machine. Soon this ad- 
vantage told. Stalin broke his peace 
with Trotsky and with the aid of 
his partners in the Trio who had not 
yet grasped that the real power was 
not in their hands, organized an ite 
trigue against Trotsky. By then Trote 
sky was completely entangled in all 
the burocratic crimes. The cold 
Dlooded betrayal of the German pro- 
letariat in Ocbober 1923, Trotsiy's 
Silence about Stalin's machinations in 
Georgia, Trotsiy's double-crossing & 
Lenin, Trotsky's knowledge about the 
"peculiar" circumstances surrounding 
Lenin's death at the time the sick man 
was on the way to recovery —these and 
many other unsavory deeds stood as’ an 
insurmountable barrier between Trotsky 
and the open, honest road of resisting 
Stalin, The Trio kmew Trotsky's hope= 
less geituation and, accordingly, did 
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not shrink from sordid and cynical 
methois of attack, They invented a 
tarves “"Urotssyisn." Trotsky was ote 
liged to resort to impotent gestures 
of whart résistance, keening silent all. 
along adout the whole gangrenous dé 
veloonent for sheer self-protection, 
Just as the Trio's target was a froud, 
60 was Trots'y's "“opnosition.” Sanda 
continued | on the. road of eealea) cae 


burocratic power in his own 
hands, Trotsiv, riveted to Stalin 
with an invisible historical chain, 


was drawn alongs politically. One op- 
portunist crime led to another. When 
in Msey-Juns 1924, following Lenin's 
death — sixteen years later Trotsky 
stranzel, hinted it was assassination! 
— Stalin diluted the Party with tens 
of thousands of opportunist supporters 
("Leninist Levy"), Trotsky gave full 
end unstinted backing to this maneuver, 
When Yastuan came out with an exposure 
of Stalin, Trotssy, far from substan 
tiatius the revelations and augmenting 
them wits: tnousands of appalling facts 
locl.ed ia his own mind and lmow only 
to the tonmost Russten  burocrats, 
agreed to shield Stalin, In the most 
vicious, the most treacherous manner 
imavineble Trotsiy branded Eastman a 
liar, en enemy of the Soviet Union. 


frotsky's record in the betrayal 

of the Chinese Revolution, in the 
Stalinist machinations with the Anglo- 
Russian Committee, in the delivery of 
the Geranan proletariat to Hitler, in 
the betrayal of the Spanish Revolution, 
is one of subtle supvort to Stalin and 
the burocracy, As the bulk of an ice~ 
verg drifts treacherously beneath the 

surface of the ocean, so Trotsky's 

pro-Stalin policy, hidden beneath a 
layer of anti-Stalin phrases, moves 
through the horrible epoch of Staline 
ism end acts as an effective snaye to 
entrap imndreds of thousands of the 
most advanced, honest and self-sacri= 
ficing proletarians and deliver tham 
up either to the GPU or to the Fascist 
butchers, An insight into the essen~ 
tial character of Trotsky's 
the degeneration of the Bolshevik 
Party provides the explanation for his 
distortions of the nature of the Stale 
inist burocracy and his specific 

reason for constantly repeating the 
ritual oath of loyalty to the prolete 
aria. form of property in the Soviet 
Union. 


role in 
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THE ROOT OF SHACHTMAN'S Iii IONS 
ae 


RACHTIAN is a puvil gfrgt ef Can- 

/ non and later cf Trotsx. In 
the old Cannon caucus which wes a con=- 
stituent part of the Foster-Browder 
“opposition” in the squabble vith 
Lovestone for power, Shacht:aan p layed 
an aimoortant part. He acnievec his 
leading position in Cannon's outfit on 
the grounds o* fitness and atility 
during the life-and-death factional 
fight..in. the ‘Stalinist Party, ‘When 
the fignt was lost and the Caiunon 
caucus hitchea wp wita Trotsxy, Shacht- 
man ranidly grew in political stature. 
Almost in a 3ingle atroke Shachtman 
came up to the hLurght of Cannon, the 
founder of the caucus. Energetic, am 
bitious, erudite, Shachtman unfclded 
his literary and oratorical talents to 
their full capacity and became a fore- 
most provider of the staple Trotskyist 
fare for the revolutionary workers. 
Naturally annoyed by Cannon's insist 
ent claims to the title of the leader 
of the Anerican Trotsky group, Shacht- 
man vegan to commmne with his aabi- 
tious soul. 


Presently, a bitter factional 
fight burst upon the Canaon-Shachtman 
group. As the old factional contests 
for power in the Stalinist party, the 
struggle between Shachtman and Ceunon 
in the early Thirties was appropriate~ 
ly cloaked with abstract ideological 
garments to fool the membership. But 
the verbal altercations were often 
profusely salted with mutual charges 
of dishones|y and corruption. The 
scrimmage was terminated by Trotsky 
who sided with Cannon, Unity and do- 
mestic tranquility were restored, be- 
cause Shachtman's lImees at that time 
were a yet too shaky for him to stand 
up against Trotsisy's authority. All 
that Shechtman had was a few guota- 
tions from Ingels and some proot of 
Cannon's burocratic fakery — not 
enough, though, to induce any appreci- 
ablé number of members disgruntled with 
Cannon's leadership to take the plunge 
for independence. 


Shachtman bided his time. He 
learned to retell Trotsiy's myths and 
fables with precision. He became the 


- 


most popular lecturer of the Trotsky 
group electrifying mass meetings with 
magviloquent utterances directed 
against the shadow of Stalinism which 
concealed the Trotsky support to the 
substance of Stalinism, Among the ad~ 
vanced workers his name was being 
etched on the political horizon in 
ever larger letters. 


Meanwhile the process of central-~ 
ization of power in Stalin's hands 
reached the bloody state marked by the 
apvalling spectacle of the "witch- 
craft trials" in Moscow and the sub- 
sequent imrder of many of the cast-off 
pariners and henchmen of Stalin. On 
the heels of those shocking crimes 
came the revolting Stalin-Hitler par- 
tition of Poland and Stelin's bloody 
adventure in Finland. ‘Cfany honest ree 
volutionary workers who had been taught 
by Trotsky to give "critical" support 
to Stalin on the plea that tho Soviet 
Union is a Workers Stato, recoiled in 
horror, How can it be a Workers State, 
they reasoned, when that State parti~ 
Cipates with Nazi cutthroats in an act 
which can be classified only as impe- 
rialist robbery. How can it be a 
Workers State when that State sets out 
upon seizing territories outside its 
borders. WNo,a host of them concluded, 
4{t cannot by any stretch of the ima~ 
gination be considered a Workers State. 


Shachtman took cognizance of the 
changed sentiment within a section: of 
the Trotskyite workers, He fully 
realized that Trotsky's ideological 
facade, both in its fraudulent aspects 
about the Stalinist burocracy and in 
its correct vart regarding the class 
nature of the Soviet Union, was wear~ 
ing thin. He !mew that with every 
tick of the clock the infany of the 
Stalinist burocracy would grow, malcing 
it more difficult for Trotsky to main= 
tain the old theses, Shachtman keenly 
sensed that his hour had come, 


Cashing in on the reaction of the 
confused werkers, Shachtman warmed 
over some moldy "ultra-Left" concoce 
tions, added a few new ingredients of 
his ow, and pasted a bright "Marxian" 
label on the whole thing: "a new type 
of slave-state, with anew type of 
ruling class," In the factional fence 
ing with Trotsky, Shachtman pointed 


his weapon toward Troteky's *ancondi- 
tional defense" policy of support to 
Stalin and repeatedly lunget at the 
burocratism in Trotsky's organisation. 
Brotsky parried the thrusts by citing 
thé proletarian nature of the property 
foundation of the Soviet State and by 
making mich fuss about dialectics; the 
latter though indisputadly basic in 
the Marxian method of thinking was not 
at all germaine to the argument. Seem 
ingly animated by the loftiest of mo~ 
tives, both sides conducted the con- 
test with consummate artistry, soaring 
eloquence and a show of fierce concern 
for the proletariat. 


Shachtman's well-timed move was a 
shrewd stroke. In the enstiing split 
he wrested from Trotsky a substantial 
portion of his following. 


Of course, Trotsky's influence is 
by no means at the point of disappear- 
ing. However, mighty historical events 
which are soon to crowd the stage will 


shake that influence and loosen its 
grip upon the main section of the 
anti-Stalin revolutionary workers . 


And the widespread knowledge of Trot~ 
sky's true role in the degeneration of 
the Bolshevils leadership will free the 
key element in the proletarian van= 
guard from Trotsky's pro~Stalinist 
ideological yoke. 


Shachtman perseveringly peédles 
his political inventions among the 


workers, What does Shachtman's inven- 
tion of "a new type of slave state" 
represent? Is it a chance product of 


momentary political blindness, a pinch 
of opportunist salt in a vast ocean of 
Marxian activity? Not at all, It 
represents the continuation of his 
life-long work of falsifying the 
nature of Stalinism. For many years, 
not only before the Cannon group had 
been expelled by Lovestone and Foster 
from the Stalinist Party but even 
afterward, he advertised that cesspool 
of reaction as a true revolutionary 
Organization This provides a clue to 
the character of Shachtman'!s politics. 
He never repudiated the Stalin-Trotsky 
pernicious JZivtion that the Stalinist 
Comintern was a revolutionary body 
although its hands were blood=stained 
with the ghastly, deliberate betrayal 
of the Chinese Bevolution, of the 


masses ewerywhere. He never repudiated 
his own stories that the American Com 
munist Party, that fetid sewer of 
secret burocratic intrigues, whieh at 
one time was controlled by the Cannon~ 
Foster unprincipled faction (1924 ~ 
1925) then ky the Ruthenberg-Lovestone 
demagogues (1925-1929), and later dy 
the Browder-Foster crew, was a prolet~ 
arian revolutionary organization? One 
might attempt to make apologies for 
Shachtman on the plea that it would 
have taxed the acutest intellect to 
@iscern the character of the Stalinist 
Party when it was in its nascent state 
of degeneration. But how can one 
treat Shachtman with forebearance when 
he, following a presumably exhaustive 
stu still nsists that in the 
earlier stages of the burocratic cor= 
ruption that Party was a true Commn- 
ist Party. Here is how he pictures 
the Lovestone=controlled Daily Worker 
of 1926 and 1927 at the very time that 
paper covered up Stalin's betrayal of 
the Chinese Revolution: 


"The undersigned uae ons ean 

Tail rker back in 

99340789! 198, when it was still a 
working~class,revolutionary payer." 


(Max Shachtman, Labor Action, Oct. 
26, 1942) 


With the aid of Shachtman and his ilk 
the Browdergs and Thaelmanns confused 
and paralyzed the workers in all 
countries ahd cleared the ground for 


the flaming Nazi hell in Europe. 


Shachtman's journalistic efforts 
to render Stalinism politically ille~ 
gible to the workers have taken nearly 
twenty years of arduous labor and 
would fill a bulky volums. The shadow 
of the third decade of his activity 
will be lengthening. Whether he will 
be apvrehended on the political arena 
when the imoending explosive events 
startle the proletarian vanguard out 
of the mesmeric spell cast over it by 
opportunism, the future will show. 


Shachtman divorced’ himself from 
a few theoretical positions of Trotsky, 
but not from the time-yellowed false~ 
hood that Trotsky fought against the 
rise of Stalinism, a glittering pre- 
tension which veils Trotsky!s unbroken 
political support to Stalin. To this 


fe aca Shachtman adheres tenacious- 
because it forms his own political 

edestal. He was Trotsky's literary 

bodyguard. He faithfully discharged 
his services to Trotsky in the task of 
migguiding the revolutionary workers 

into the orbit of Comintern politics. 
And although after the organizational 

separation Trotsky denounced Shachtman,. 
publicly branded him a liar, a_ thief, 

characterized Shachtman's magazine a 

petty-bourgeois counterfeit and offi- 

cially declared that Shachtman's poli- 

tical moggjlity evokes in him nothing 

but contempt, Shachtman exercise@ self 
restraint. He must falsely portray 

Trotsky as honest but mistaken, else 

Shachtman's Rededraped pedestal will 

be revealed to the workers as a struce 

qure of perfidy, imposture and cunning 

political trickery. 


The day is not very distant when 
the tolling of the bell of history 
will announce the verdict the revolu» 
tionary proletarian vanguard will 
deliver on the character of Trotsky's 
politics in the Stalinist epoch. That 
day will be the blackest not only in 
Trotsky's but also in Shachtman 's 


calendar. It will then de household 
Pree ie that just as Trotsky's 
"theory" @rediting the Stalinist 


burocracy with certain progressive 

functions is a deliberate perversion 
of truth, so is Shachtman's "theory" 

of the transformation of the burocrat= 

ized Workers State into ‘"burocratic- 

collectivist oalass state," and of the 

Stalinist burocracy into "a new type 

of ruling cluss." 


MARXISM VERSUS OPPORTUNIS! 
_ON THE PROBLEM OF THE DEFENSE OF THE 
ee rons S OF OCTOBER iy 


—< g70Re a correct Marxist line can 
be established toward the war 
in the Soviet Union, it is necessary 
to define the class character of the 
state on either side of the fighting 
fdont. With regard to Nazi Germany 
and her allies, the matter is simple. 
The German masses and the toilers of 
Germany's satellites have been forced 
into a reactionary struggle for the 
interests of imperialism, 


In the case of the Soviet Union, 
the matter t far more complicated. 


The rule of the proletariat has under- 
gone a reactionary transformation with 
the gravest consequences for the mas~ 
ses of the wnole world. These harmful 
results did not first manifest then 

selves in June 1941 when the Nazis ate 
tacked the Soviet Union. The buro~ 


cratic degeneration of the Workers 
State showed its poisonous influence 
more than two decades ago. This cor 


ruption actually functioned to bolster 
world imperialism and free its hand 
for the renewal of the military attack 
on the Soviet Union. 


Most outstanding in this respect 
are the effects of Stalinism in Germa- 
ny. The treachery of the Stalinist 
‘leaders put the Nazi regime in power 
and led to the forging of the very wea- 
pon which has wrought such horrible 
destruction in the Soviet Union. 


Within the Soviet Union itself, 
the reactionary segment of the working- 
class which usurped potrer, the buro- 
cracy, has completely robbed the work- 
ers of the venefits of the revolution 
and has dragged the country a long way 
back in the direction of the restora- 
tion of the former society. The buro- 
cratic reaction, however,still rests 
on an economic foundation whose form 
is essentially that which was brought 
about ‘oy the October Revolution, The 
political rule of the proletariat in 
the Soviet Union has become counter~ 
revolutionary. 


The workers cannot be for the de= 
feat of the proletarian form of econo- 
my even when it is reled by the most 
vicious regime in the history of poli-~ 
tical criminality. In the war of the 
misled proletariat (Stalinized Soviet 
Union) with the imperialists, the pol- 
icy of the revolutionary workers mst 
be directed towards the victory of 
their class and its form of economy 
over the imperialists. Defeat of tha 
Soviet Union by the imperialists means 
the direct introduction of capitalism. 
This is no hypothesis. Before the 
very eyes of the toilers, capitalism 
came to life in every part of the So~ 
viet Union conquered by the bourgeois 
army e 


The chief obstacle which stands 
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in the way of the victory of the work- 
ers of the Soviet Union is the Stalin-— 
ist regime, That regime and its 
agents tie the world proletariat, the 
only force of revolutionary defense, to 
the imperialists. Taking into account 
all factors, the Marxist slogan for 
the workers is: Overthrow the Stalin~ 
ist regime in order to transform Stale 
in's burocratically hamstrung war into 
an international revolution against 
imperialism. 


The historical contradiction be~ 
tween the state-owned form of economy 
in the Soviet Union and the bourgeois— 
private system of property is the most 
basic contradiction in the world to- 
Gay. This conflict is one which was 
brought into existence by a proletari- 
an revolutions only such a revolytion 
can give rise to this kind of histori- 
cal contradiction. World imperialism 
will not rest in its endeavors to re= 
store capitalism on a world-wide basis 
After the overthrow of the Russian 
bourgeoisie and the conclusion of the 
Russian Civil War and the imperialist 


interYention, the "truce" between the 
two economic systema lasted for two 
decades. While a long period in the 


life of an individual, it was but a 
fleeting moment in the life of humani- 
ty. In these two decades the imperial- 
ists were planning and plotting to 
renew their military effort to destroy 
the proletarian form of state. In 1941 
the plans were put into action and the 
Nazis came close to succeeding, when 
they suffered a setback. But the work~ 
ers must not be deceived by the ebb 
and flow of the military struggle be= 
tween the imperialists and the Stalin- 
strangled Workers State, The imperiale 
ists, momentarily repulsed, may reese 
tablish a temporary "truce." They may 
again throw to Stalin huge and impor-~ 
tant territories, just as they did in 
1939 and 1940 before the military pre- 
parations of the imperialists for an 
attack on the Soviet Union had been 
concluged. Let no worker be deceived 
by the jubilant Stalinist out-cries, 
in the event of such a "truce" and 
such "successes," that the Soviet Union 
has actually been saved. 
Stalin's "pact"! with Hitler and the 
partition of Poland} That also "saved" 
the Soviet Union — the Stalinists 


Remember | 
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boasted at that time. Like the "pact," 
a "peace" between Stalin and Hitler 
would be merely an interlude to the 
next attacc by the imperialists. It 

may not be the Nazis who will lead the 
next attack, but some other section of 
world imperialism which as a whole 
works for the introduction of capital~ 
ism in the Soviet Union. How long 
such a "truce" interlude may last, cane 
not be foretold. Only this can be 
said with certainty; while capitalism 
exists and while the basic economic 
form created by the October Revolution 
remains, a clash between the imperial~ 
ists and the Soviet Union is inevi- 
table, With each new attack, the end 
of the Soviet Union will came closer-—- 
if Stalinisa continues to rule — wun- 
til Yinis will be written to the last 
conquests of the October Revolution. 


There are two dangers wiich con= 
front revolutionary workers on this 
momentous question of determining the 
correct policy in the war between in- 
perialism and the Stalinized Soviet 
State. One is the position presented 
by Shachtman and his ilk. Harping on 
the vicious nature of the regime which 
usurped power on the basis of the pro~ 
letarian forn of economy, Shachtman 
closes the eyes of the workers to the 
economic foundation of the Soviet 
Union. He shouts for the defeat of 
the Soviet Union — Stalinist buro- 
cracy, form of property and all. This 
is @ policy which plays directly in 
to the hands of world imperialism. 


Shachtman's false line on the war 
in Russia flows from his distortion of 
the class character of the Russian 
State. In his "analysis" the whole 
question boils down to the nature of 
the regime. de obscures the fact that 
what is fundamentally and causally in~ 
volved is the contradiction of two 
forms of property, bourgeois and pro~ 
letarian. The war is an effort of the 
bourgeoisie to uproot the proletarian 
form of property. The object of the 
bourgeoisie is not the occupation of 
this or that portion of Russia. ‘The 
military action is the means the im 
perialists employ to carry out their 
basic political tasks; the uprooting of 
the proletarian form of economy and 
the extension of capitalist economy 


into the Soviet Union. Only the suc~ 
cess of this politico-economic object~ 
ive can constitute a victory for the 
imperialists in their attack on the 
Soviet Union. 


The danger of a- line which de- 
flects the mind from realizing the 
tremendous importance of historically - 
progressive forms can be shown. The 
Soviets in 1917 at their first appear- 
ance and for some time thereafter were 
led by agents of imperialism, the Men~ 
sheviks and Socialist Revolutionaries, 
But the Soviets were considered by the 
Bolsheviks to be the form of tne Work- 
ers State. This was the basis of the 
Bokeshevik line of fighting for the vic~ 
tory of the Soviets. A misled worker 
falling victim to so-called "ultra~- 
Leftism," upon observing that the op- 
portunist leadership of the Soviets 
was so treacherous as to supvort the 
imperialist war, to oppose attacks on 
the cavitalist economy and even to 
sanction physical assaults on the revo- 
lutionary workers, might have cried: 
Down with the Soviets! But such a slo» 
gan was the open aim of the bourgeoi- 
sie and the secret aim of the "social-— 
ist" opoortunists. The Bolsheviks, on 
the other hand, realizing the histori- 
cal importance of the Soviets as a 
political form, cried: Out with the 
Mensneviks and Socialist Revolution- 
aries: transform the Soviets into re= 
volutionary~led organs; spread them 
over the entire country, over the 
whole world§ 


The system of state-ownership of 
the means of production brought into 
existence by a proletarian revolution 
is necessary for the creation of a So- 
cialist society. The usurpztion of 
rule over thix~ economic form by a band 
of renegades and burocrats gives rise 
to the need to oust the ctounter-revo~ 
lutionary rulers in order to save and 
spread the proletarian form of economy. 
This is a task that can be accomplish- 
ed only by the revolutionary vroletar~ 
iat. Any other policy is suicidal for 
the toilers. 


Besides the "ultra-Leftist" dan- 
ger of defeatism there is the danger 
of the position advocated by the Trot~ 
sky~Cannon branch of the so-called 
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“Fourth Imternational." These people 
recogmize that the Soviet Union is § 
Workers State and point to its burg 
cratic degeneration. They apparently 
pive a correct evaluation of the tole 
of the Stalinist leadership and its 
policies. "These policies and this 
leadership cannot bring anything but 


disaster," (The Militant, July 11, 
1931) Under the heading, "Stalin's 


policy means disaster," The Militant 
of Ausust 8, 1942 wrote quite correct- 
ly: "Heroism and morale alone will 
not win the war. Above all a correct 
policy is necessary." In the Trotsky 
magazine, Fourth International, for 
May 1941, it was accurately asserted 
that; "...the defense of the USSR de= 


mands, above all, that the workers 
overthrow Stalin and his degenerate 
clique." The Trotskyites have also 
declared: ",,.defense of the U.S.SeRe, 


a défense which cannot be entrusted to 
the Stalinist betrayers." (Tue Mili- 
tant, May 25, 1935) 


But these correct formulations do 
not at all represent the actual policy 
of the Trotskyites. They are used as 
a disguise of their pro-Stalinist line, 
the actual policy of the Trotsky lead- 
ers, which is embedied in tir basic 
programmatid documents and declaratiom 
gn the Russian question. Having built 
up the impression among the workers 
that the Trotsky line puts the ques- 
tion of politics abové the military 
and all other issues, and recognizes 
that Stalinism does not defend the So- 
viet Union, the Trotsky leaders in ac~ 
tuality introduce the opposite line 
and imbue their followers with the en~ 
snaring illusion that Stalin in his 
own way really defends the proletarian 
economy and therefore must be sustaine 
ed in his efforts, Trotsky put it 
this way: "We will sustain Stalin and 
his bureaucracy in every effort it 
makes to defend the new form of pro~ 
perty against imperialist attacks." 
(The Case of Leor Trotsky, p.282) The 
heart of the matter is that the Stalin- 
ist burocracy is a reactionary force 
and therefore cannot be supoorted on 
any vretext, Stalin's efforts" in 
the military sphere are a continuation 
of his political actions which consist 
of frustrating any tendency to smash 
imperialism, to avoid actually smash- 
ing it even on the military field be~ 
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éause a military collapse ef igperial- 
hem would release a revolutionary 
@lood that would sweep away not only 
the bourgeoisie but also, and izevita 
bly, the Stalinist burgerscy itself. 
Stalin fights not to crush the invad- 
ing army but only to hold it at bay in 
order to strike out for some bargain 
with the imperialists. Fearing the 
worlers even more than he fears the 
capitalist armies, Stalin works to 
perpetuate the bourgeois system, to 
prop it up. He and his burocracy 
dread 4 proletarian revolution even in 
Nazi Germany which has been the spear 
head in the attack on the Soviet Union, 
despite the fact that such a revolu- 
tion would put an end te the imperial- 
ist assault. A military catastrophe 
for the German ruling class would re- 
sult in the mightiest proletarian up- 
rising in the history of Burope, For 
this reason, a military catastrophe 
for the German capitalist class repre- 
sents a veritable nightmare for Stalin. 
Such is the character of this alleged 
"defender" of the Soviet Union. Stal- 
in's political line and consequently 
his military line leadgunavoidably to 
greater and greater attempts on the 
part of the imperialists to destroy 
the proletarian form of property. 


Many years ago when Trotsky was 
still a revolutionary, he participated 
in a gemuine defense of the workers 
economy. He saw at first hand what is 
fundamental in such a defense, namely, 
the political line of the workers, not 
their military actions. Trotsky knew 
well what was basic in the Russian Ci-~ 
vil War which was won by the Russian 
masses despite the fact that the White 
@uards were receiving volitical and 
military support from every imperiale 
ist power in the world, while the Red 
Army was in rags and poorly armed: 
"During our Civil War, I do not be 
lieve that we were victorious orinci- 
pally because of ovr military science. 
It is false, We were victorious be~ 
cause of our revolutionary program," 
(Ibid., pe 295) The Trotsky leaders 
kmow well that Stalin's "defense" of 
the Soviet Union is one of the most 
disastrous and deadly traps for the 
masses. Stalin's polic¥ in war is an 
extension of his policy in peace, The 
gangrenous burocracy which was disine 
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tegrating the proletarian economy in 
peace cannot gemiinely defend it in 
war, ‘the burocracy leads the military 
struggle ina reactionary way for its 
own interests, just as in peace it mise 
ruled the economy for corrupt, buro~ 
cratic purposes. In both situations 
its »olicies and actions spell ulti- 
mate destruction for the remaining con- 
guests of October, the economic form. 


If it is true — and it is true— 
that Stalin's policies can bring no- 
thing but ultimate diaaster, as the 
Trotsky leaders themselves say, then 
it is obvious that Trotsly's line of 
“sustaining Stalin and his bureaucracy! 
on the specious ground of military 
action aids Stalin in his counter-—re- 
volutionary aims. Many confused wark- 
ers are misled into supoorting Stalin- 
ism precisely on the fraudulent ground 
that he fights the imperialists mili~ 
tarily. Such workers, not realizing 
that Stalin's military action is im. 
bedded in a counter-revolutionary mili- 
tary and oolitical line, mistake Stale 
in's burocratically conducted war for 
a real defense of the Soviet Unions 
Trotsky's exhortation to "sustain Stal~ 
in and his burocracy" enhances the il- 
lusions of the workers who are vice 
tims of Stalinism. 


The present Trotsky-Cannon line 
on "defense" of the Stalin-ruled Work- 
ers State is comoosed of two parts3 
the pro-Stalinist sudstance and the 
Marxist-sounding camouflage. One part 
Clashes witn the other. On the one 
hand the Trotsky leaders,donning their 
"Marxist" garments, cry: "...only the 
overthrow of the Stalinist bureaucracy 
cen guarantee the defeat of the im 
perialist armies." (Socialist Appeal, 
December 31, 1939) This is a clear and 
unequivocal statement. It means that 
the overthrow of the Stalinist oureauc= 
racy is the prerequtaite for the guar- 
antee of defeat of the imperialist 
armies. On the other hand there stands 
Trotsky's "good soldier" thesis: "In 
the Soviet Union, I would try to be a 
g00d soldier, win the sympathy of the 
soldiers, and fight well. Then, ata 
g00d moment,when victory is assured, I 
would says ‘Now we must finish with 
the bureaucracy.'" (The Case of Leon 


Trotsky, p. 289) This is also a clear 
and unequivocal statement. It tells 


the workers to be good soldiers and 
Fight well and this can agsure victory. 
Then the burocracy will be dealt with. 
In this thesis victory can be assured 
before the overthrow of the burocr2uy, 
iee., the overthrow of the burocracy 
is not a prerequisite for victory over 
the imperialist armies. This thesis 
thus stands in direct contradiction to 
the correct statements made boy the: 
Trotskyite leaders as part of their 
campaign to appear as Marxists. the 
“<ood soldier" thesis reinforces the 
illusions of the workers who imagine 
that by bravery ana skill at the front 
they can defeat the imperialists eva 
though the counter-revolutionary Stal- 
inist regime stands over tneir hewds 
and betrays them and their class 
throughout the world at every turn. 
The sojl of the Soviet Union runs red 
with rivers of workers! blood because 
of this fatal illusion. Today Stalin 
is back in Poland and ge the Hungerian 


frontier. Can one say that victory is 
assured? What does the "victory" of 


the Stalinist Army today mean? It 
means that Stalin is in a better posi- 
tion to dicker for some crooked bdar- 
gain with German and world imperialism, 
which in turn will enable the latter 
to catch its breath and renew the ate 
tack on the toiling masses of the So- 
viet Union. This is the sum total of 
the Stalinist "victories." Only such 
"victories" can be assured under Stal-~ 
inist rule, and not the real victory 
of the workers, as Trotsxy tricd to 
maxe them believe. The real victory 
of the Russian toilers can be assured 
when the army based on proletarian 
economy is freed of Stalinism and is 
guided by the political line of over- 
throwing capitalist economy upon which 
the imperialist armies are based. 
Otherwise, not victory, but ultimate 
defeat is assured for the Stalinized 
Soviet Union. The very idea of linlk- 
ing Stalinism and defense ig crininal 
deception. 


* * % 


Faced with the problem presented 
by the imperialist attack upon the 
burocratized Workers State, many anti- 
Stalin workers inevitably begin to 
think in concrete terms of what policy 
to apply to the military front. Tne 
"“ultra-Leftist" defeatism gives rise 


among some wor.cers to the crude notion 
of advocating that the Russian workers 
abandon the front in order to strike a 
decisive blow at the Stalinist buro- 
cracy. This notion omits two impor 
tant features, One, that the Stalin- 


ist burocracy is both in the rear and 
at the front. The whole burocratic 
officer easte at the front is a vital 


part of the Stalinist burocracy. Hun- 
dreds of thousands of burocrats are at 
the front in numerous capacities. The 
strugzle against the burocracy must be 
conducted at the front as well as in 
the rear. Second, even in Cwgarist Rus- 
sia the Marxist policy was opposed to 
such an adventurist tactic as deser= 
tion frem the front. The desertion 
form of "struggle" against the Stalin-~ 
ist burocracy would only help imperial- 
ism pour its forces into the country 
to demolish the proletarian economic 


orms : 
the only correct policy for the 
Russian workers while the Stalinist 


regime has a firm stranglehold is to 
put into practice the formula Lenin 
employed when the tide was against 


Bolshevism in the 1917 Soviets and 
among the Russian masses: “teach and 
explain." This simple, unpretentious 
formula may seem too tame for those 
whose spirits have been overwhelmed by 
the profound political reaction and 
the immeasurable bloodshed sweeping 
over the Soviet Union and who have suc- 
cumbed to the notorious impatienée of 
disheartened people. The period of 
"teaching and explaining," however, is 
still the stage of Marxisin as it ape 
plies amonz the workers of Stalin's 
Russia and among the workers in all 
other countries. No grandiose adven-~ 
tures can leap over this period, de~ 
spite anything one may yearn for. To 
teach and explain to the toilers of 
the Soviet Union, of Germany, England, 
the United States, France — every-— 
where — that Stalinism can assure on- 
ly defeat and disaster is an herculean 
task which must be carried out in the 
face of the whole gqppressive force of 
the burocracy and the opportunist pres 
sure of the pseudo-Marxists. If this 
task is successfully accomplished, then 
the task of overthrowing the burocrate 


ic regime and instituting a genuine 
workers democracy will be relatively 
simple, as will be the task of crush~ 


ing and overthrowing the imperialists 
in the rest of the world. 


What does the N"ultra-Leftist" 
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policy of defeatism mean? It signifies 
that the holders of that policy want 


the destruction of the target of that 
policy. The only meaning of Shacht~ 


man's position of defeatism toward the 
Soviet Union is that his aim is the de- 
struction of the economic foundation 
on which it rests. This is a counter-. 
revolutionary aim which is idential 


with that of world imperialism and 
coincides with the only possible out- 
Gone of the continuance of Stalinist 
ru 


** me Trotsky-Cannon "defensism" is 
the other side of the medal. This 
tendency's "defensism" is a camouflag- 
ed policy of support to Stalinism, as 
has been shown concretely in the fore- 
going pages. 


The genuine line of Marxism on 
the question of the fate of the Soviet 
Union “is**s the Stalinist burocracy 
must be overthrown in order to insti-~ 
tute a genuine workers democracy which 
alone can lead the toilers to libera~ 
tion from all forms of oppression. The 
war at the front will become a genuine 
defense only when it is led by a revo- 
lutionary leadership. The workers 
must hold the front against the im 
perialist armies on peril of suffering 
immediate and direct introduction of 
capitalism which will follow military 
defeat, but the workers must under~ 
stand that ultimate military defeat is 
inevitadle unless the Stalinist regime 
is overthrown by the revolutionary 
workers, Neither Shachtman's defeat~ 
ism, nor Trotsky's "good soldier" the~ 
sis; the one position works directly 
for imperialism; the other, indirect 
ly, by blinding the toilers with the 
illusion that yictory is not only pos 
sible, but can even be assured, under 
Stalin's rule. 


me * 


Having originated as a loyal "Op~ 
position" in the Soviet Union, the 
Trotsky movement fulfills its histori~ 
cal role of a political branch of the 
Stalinist system, operating urder a 
sham anti-Stalinist disguise. In all 
its ramifications the Trotsky movement 
is an integral part of the world—wide 
forces of reaction that are working 
for the destruction of the remaining 
conquests of the October Revolution. 


George Marlen 
May 1944 
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"BREAKING ALL TIES" WITH STALINISM 


HEN in 1938 the Trotsky leader- 

ship proclaimed the founding of 

the "Fourth International,"the Cannon- 

Shachtman group devoted a special. is- 

sue of their paper to that occasion, 

reviewing the history of the rise of 

the Trotsky movement and of its Ameri-~ 

can section. About the latter's deo 
velopment it was stated: 


"On October 27, 1928 we raised 
the banner of the Russian Opposi-e 
tion (the Bolshevik-Leninists) in 
the Central Committee of the Comm 
nist Party. Therewith we broke all 
ties with Stalinism and we never 
once looked back." (Socialist Ap~ 
peal, October 22, 1938) 


This representation of Trotskyite 
politics as, presumably,divorced and 
distinct from the politics of Stalin's 
Comintern has been accepted by the un- 
informed workers. 


A penetrating study of the whole 
range of Trotskyite politics throws a 
piercin; light upon the words we have 
cited, revealing them as a brazen fale 
sification, We can begin our investi- 
gation with the very issue of the pa~ 
per in which the above-cited words are 


printed. On page 2 something is said 
of how the Trotsky leaders actually 


stood in relation to the Stalinist 
party after they had been expelled by 
Lovestone: 


"But, as evidence, too, of qur 
continuing close ties to the offi- 
cial Commnist Party, we began the 
publication in The Mjlitant of the 
thesis of the former Minority (Can~ 
non-Foster bloc) in the Communist 
Party, entitled 'The Crisis in the 
Communist Party of the United 
States,' directed against the Love- 
stone-Wolfe majority." 


Indeed,the printing by The Mili-~ 
tant of the thesis of the Cannon-Fos~ 
ter bloc is excellent evidence of the 


fact that the Cannon-Shachtman group. 
was established from the start as a 
political branch of ithe Stalinist sys- 
tem. The Fosterite thesis was a face 
tional bid to the Stalin burocraits at 
the Sixth Congress of the Comintern in 
the Summer of 1928 to oust Lovestone 
and install the Foster—Cannon bloc in 
power. The crux of the document was 
the accusation that Lovestone did not 
carry out the Stalinist line as laid 
down by the burocrats in Moscow, Aware 
of the fact that leaderships in the 
various sections of the Comintern were 
selected not by the rank-and-file but 
by the high moguls in the Kremlin to 
serve the needs of the Soviet buro- 
cracy, the Foster-—Cannon Minority in 
the American Party submitted a request 
to Stalin for the "reorganization of 
the Party leadership." What Foster 
and Cannon alleged to be Lovestone's 
deviation from the Stalinist line was 
termed by them opportunism, and the 
basis for the organizational cnange 
they proposed was to be a strict ad- 
herence to the policy handed down by 
the Comintern: 


"The opportunist line must be 
corrected and the tasis laid down 
for the reorganization of the Party 
leadership in such a way as to in~ 
sure the carrying out of the line 
of the Comintern." The Militant, 
Jamary 15, 1929. Our emphasis- 
THE BULLETIN) 


When Stalin decided that Love- 
should remain in power for the 
time being, the Cannon group, seeing 
no prospect of shaking Lovestone's 
grip on the helm, hitched its wagon to 
Trotsky's star and used the  above- 
cited purely pro-Stalinist document to 
attack their successful rival. Week 
after week, installments of this inner- 
Comintern, factional document appeared 
in the Trotskyite paper, with the de~ 
claration that the leaders of the new 
Trotsky group stood on its basic pre-~ 
mise. The mind of the readers was em= 


stone 


broiled in the "theoretical" contrae 
versy vetween the vdurocratic gangs of 
the Stalinist Party. The underlying 
essence of the whole fight was the ef 
fort on the part of the Lovestone and 
Foster-Cannon cliques to prove to the 
Soviet burocracy their particular fit 
ness to carry out the policy of the 
"Comintern." That was how Cannon- 
Shachtman "broke all ties with Stalin« 
ism" and "never once looked back"! 


Systematic examination of Trote 
skyite policies reveals that beneath 
the thunderous phrases of "criticisn,” 
Cannon and Shachtman were firmly ate 
tached to the political essence of the 
Stalinist Party. This connection with 
the Stalin party was expressed in van- 
ous ways. They tenderly called the 
Stalin Party, ruled by the charlatan 
Lovestone and his crew of political 
bandits, “our party." Knowing full 
well that the Stalinist Party was dis- 
eased with burocratism and corruption, 
that it peddled Stalin's demagogic 
"program" of Socialism in one country, 
they worked for Stalin and Lovestone 
by lying to the workers that "our par- 
ty" would earry out its revolutionary 
tasks. Thus they concealed the truth 
that the Lovestone-directed Party was 
Stalin's tool of selling the workers 
to the vdourgeoisie: 


"The fundamental HEALTHINESS of 
OUR party, its proletarian composi- 
tion, its BASIC PRCGRAM are a GUAR. 
ANTEE that despite the difficultiea, 
the errors, and the shortcomings it 
will win the masses and fulfill ITS 


REVOLUTIONARY MISSION." (The Mili~- 
December 1, 1928. Our capi~ 


tals ~ THE BULLETIN) 


This powerful Stalinist poison 
which aided the Comintern to snare the 
workers, adequately reveals the decep= 
tive natare of the statement "There- 
with we broke all ties with Stalinism 
and we hever once looked back," 


The continuity of political ties 
with Stalinism was kept up by Cannon 
and Shachtman in the period of the 
Comintern sell<out of the German mas~ 
ses to Hitler, The usual cover for 
that political attachment to the Stal~ 
in machine of counter-revolution wag a 


o 


stream of Dbilatant phrases of *criti- 
cism." Political ties with Stalinism 
were maintained through the "critical" 
adherence to the Stalinist noose 'demo- 
eracy versus Fascism with which the 
Camintern ensured the victory of Fran- 
co and the massacre of millions of 
Spanish workers. Ties with Stalinism 
were kept up by Cannon and Shachtman 
when they gave "critical" support to 
open and concealed Stalinist candi- 
dates in various elections. Not so 
long ago the Cannon leadership support- 
ea the Stalinist stooge Connolly and 
the Browder-controlled section of the 
A.I.P. That support was approved by 
Shachtman "in principle." When many 
honest workers expressed disgust at 
the Tfrotskyite aid to Stalinist poli- 
tics, the Trotsky leadership took note 
ef this healthy reaction: 


"Many well-meaning people are 
horrified at the idea that we are 
supporting a Stalinist-controlled 


party." ("Why We Supported the 
we) The Militant, March 15 
1941 


Of course, every maneuver of sup- 
porting Stalinism is covered up with 
some excuses. For instance, in the 
same article the Trotsky leaders ar= 
gueds 

"But we must not forget that 
this 
backed by Stalinist-controlled 
unions." (Ibid.) 


The Trotsky leadership even took 
the occasion to set the minds of theiz 
misled followers for further support 
of the counter~+revolutionary bandits 
who operate under the guise of "Comme 
nism": 


"We can even ®hisper to our cri+ 
tics that if we deemed it advisable 
and of benefit to our party and con- 
sequently to the working class we 
would not hesitate to give critical 
support to Browder running on the 
Cemminist party ticket." (Ibid.) 


This is how the Trotsky leaders 
*cut*® all ties which connect them to 
the Stalinist political system of 
black treachery and bestial betrayal 
of the toiling masses, 


oe 


Stalinistecontrolled party is | 


